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ABSTRACT

Relatlve to other urbanized areas, the Lower Rlo '

_Grande Valley of Texas consistently ranks at the bottom in regard to
almost every objective indicator of socioeconomic welfare:: per capita
income, educational attainment, employment, and health and housing
conditions. The 1970 census discovered that approximately one-half of
its population, comprised primarily of Mexican Americans, fell below
government designated poverty thresholds. Based on a multidimensional °
approach, including assessment of the region and population in -
dynamic and longitudinal terms rather than as static entities, this. i
paper provides a broad overview of the region's poverty through the
synthesis of existing literature and data. The paper. provides a brief
sketch of the Valley; addresses the nature and extent of real poverty
(the poverty status accorded on. the.basis of income below government
established criteria) in the region by reference to data on income,
education, employment, housing and health; addresses the question of
requlated poverty (the diffetential distribution of real poverty

..across ethnic ‘or racial groups) via a- historical discussion of the
region as an ethnically stratified social system; and, stimulated by
the relative poverty concept (calls attention tc cultural definitions
and individual subjective evaluations of poverty status), establishes
the hypothe51s that the region may be sociologically approached as a
“staging area", characterlzed by five on-going and interrelated
moblllty patterns. (NQ) } _
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POVERTY IN THE LOMWER RLO GRANDE VALLEY OF TEXAS HISTORICAL AND CONTEMPORARY
DiMg SIONS . - \

Mhe Lower Rio.Grande Valley of Texas has ‘gained notoriety in recent  , -

~ .

. K ] o 3 : T . s N ' - . .
" years as one of,the poorest regions; if not the poorest reglon in the United

N

States. Rel%tive to other urbanized . areas, the - ”Valley“ cons:stently ranks

‘.

" at the bo%tom ln regard ‘to almost every object4ve indicator of socioeconomic

o »welfare' per capita income, educatlonal attalnment employment, and . health

“ ' aT

and housing condltions Indeed, the 1970 census discovered that approximately§

[

one-half of the local populatlon fell beneath governm?nt designated poverty

-

~

thresholds., . ,‘” . : : ,' .

The purpose of this paper ‘is to provide a broad overview of poverty in

this region through the synthesis of existing llterature and data.4 in devel- :

‘ oping this synthesis we hope to illustrate that pdverty in the Lower'Rio d

A4

Grande Valley should not be approached as a unidlmensional problem -- but one

- -~

which transcendSvevaluation oh the basis of economic criteria alone. Neither

Soe
g

should poverty be viewed in static terms, terms: which neglect basic patterns
,of dynamlsm‘and which Fail-to allow“for longitudinal analyses. Such a. view

"precﬂudes the assessment of this population as a stable-entity or as merely;

]

' a category |nto which people tend to enter, leave, remaln out of over time,

i

“or possnbly return to it a later date. Flnally, all ‘too often, poverty is’

conceptuabized as a special problem -- an aberration or anomaly basically
/ isolated from the normal functionings of an otherw:se heal thy. soclal°order.
Consequently, lt is thought to be’ capable of amelnoration through such devnces
n .
as_general education, job tralnlng, and attempts to raise motivation: toward.'

achievement We suggest on the other hand, that pervasive regional poverty

is the more or less |nevntable offsprung of prevaillng SOCIOpOlltlcal struc-

(Y . 2

v " tures and processes\compounded by,demographic and geographical conslderaﬂuons,b'
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and therefore, will not likely be altered in significant magnitude through

reliance on tradltlonal i?dividuallstic approaches

The general organn;”ng concepts for this overview are borrowed from
]

-Stoddard's recent analysis of poverty along the U.S. —Mexico border Stoddard'
poSIts that researc and pollcy'should be sensltlzed to three broad dimen-
sions: real pov hty, regulated poverty, and relative poverty.' Real poverty
refers to poverty status accorded on the basls .of income below government .
establlshed c/lterla Guldellnes deflnlng real poverty are varlable according
to such Factors as family size, place of resldence, etc., and-are periodically
revlsed to reflect cost of living changes. In 1960 tor a nornal urban family

" of four the desugnated poverty line was $3 000 Whereas the poverty thres-\
hold had only rrsen ‘to. 83,715 by l970 it ls now set-at $6, 200 Regulated

_;poyerty refers to the differential distribution,of real poverty across ethnic

;vor racial groups. A system of regulated poverty is sa|d to exlst when cross-

]

oethnlc income |nequal|t|es are: related ‘to dlfferentlal lnstltutlonal access,“h

xand cannot be accounted for by dlsparltles in obJectlve Job related requlre-’
ments That |s, regulated poverty is a fuhctlon of ethnic d|scr|m|nat|on

'
uThe last concept, relat|ve poverty, is an adm|ttedly nebulous one and, as
'Stoddard notes, cannot be a substntute for real poverty cr|ter|a However,
|tJnay haVe ut|llty in explalning why not all low-income people relate to
”7,the|r pllght along s:mllar lines. Relative poverty essentially calls atten-

H

:tlon to, cultural def|n|t|ons and lnd|V|dual subJectlve evaluatlons of poverty o

status. | o o ;," | ‘ v B \ | ; A
The paper consists df three, dlstinct parts. Afterkprovldlng a thumbnail

sketch of: the Valley, the first section addresses the nature and extent ‘of

real poverty in the region by reference to data on |ncome educat|on, employ-
x,

ment, houslng,»and health. The questlon -of regulated poverty is of primary



conslderatlon'ln the second section wherein'we pursue a hlstorlcal dlscussloni .
of.the region as an ethnically stratlfledisocial system. The final section,
: stlmulated by'the relative poverty concept;;establlshes the hypothesls that. ._
" the region may be sociologically approachedlasla "staging area, one'charac-
- terlzed by on-dolno and interrelated moblllty patterns at several baslc'levels;

The Region - '
1 : L . o .
' The Lower Rlo\Grande Valley ls'a relatively ‘unamb i guous area; Valley

3

identity 12 based on a unjform topography coupled with population concentra-

B

tion and social isolatlon 2 Topographically, it is not a valley (no’moun-

tains or-hill's enclose it) But rather a delta plain about eighty.miles~wlde

.

and forty mlles deep Secondly, in comparlson to the rest of South Texas,

the. Valley is a hlghly urbanlzed area; Valley populatlon is concentrated ln x\\\

a more or less contlguous strlng of’ communlties ranging from Mission on the
west to BrownSV|lle at the southernmost tip. In addltlon, great expanses of

'~flat, arid, and sparsely settled brushlands isolate the reglon from other

: Texas urban centers of-any-slze; for example; tHe nearest la{ge city, Corpus
- v : . ' " . . ‘e v . .
Chrlstl; is over 130 mles from the closest Valley city, and San Antonio and’.

Houston are 2#0 and 330 mlles away

Although the Valley remalns a frontier outpost within the U.S. lt'shares

a boundary qith[one-of the fastest grOW|ng‘areas of Mexlcq& -The northern
slice of”the’state’of Tamaullpas has become in recent-years a signiflcaht:

i
5

trade, tourist, and, industrial center fii the Mexican .economy. Populatlon ;

growth wd\hln its two largest cities, Ma amoros and. Reynosa, has been drama-

. . [ '
. 3T between 1950 1970n Matamoros grew from 45, 8&6 to 139, 318 and Reynosa

from 3# 087 to 137, 383 Present day estnmates place the Matamoros and o h,

Reynosa populatlons at. 265 000 and l95 000, respect|vely (see Table 1 for an

‘overview of Matamoros-Reynosa and Valley populatlon flgures) Much of th|s‘“w -

' )
- ]

. SR . ' . " / L C . ’,
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’ yrqwthlcan.be attrlbuted &olagrlCultural~changeS' ghin the ﬁéxlcan xnterlor

‘f whfch .have" driven people o Ff  the land, the concoml_ant lure of job oppor-

. N . o . ’
- tunltles along the border, and a contemporarQ‘populatugnh%>gloS|on ragnng \'—V
& t 1 . o,
e -t Lo e e

throughout Mexncoh R I r R o

- In many respects;~the future of the Valley is t|ed to that of northern
[y o N

Tamaullpas,“the soclocultural and ecqnomtc |nterdependenceLof the two- S|des\

& Cg s Y e
\\is unquest1onablyaprofound Furthermore many of the ValJey s problems are,'

< 1] N . ‘. v - .

to an extent, consequences of economic'ﬁhd demographlc pressures wlthln

Mexlco wh|ch mater|al|ze at the bordeE ..An. even more a:rlytlcally seful®

-

deflnltlon'of reg|onal|ty, therefore would include tha land area and half L
] : e -t
mslllon people d|rectly south of the R|o Grande. Both's1des, in fact, should
.y « -
be consndered as a slngle "functlonal umt‘l 3» Nevertheless, the lack’ of

L

D o
comparable data often renders such analyses dlfflcult to<effect thtle s

L}

rel|able demqgraphlc data on Tamaul|pas |s ava|lable for example government

generated f|gures on unemployment are totally unbellevable, the 1970 census
. . . b4

failed to’ publ|sh data on . |ncomes, etc.
.Valgey population numbers,QZI ,633 accordinglto the lQ?S‘census estimate.-
; :ThlS figure represents an overall increase of approxumately 25% since 1970
‘desplte a slight decrease between 1960 1970. Most resudents l|ve ln elther.‘
.‘of two countles, Hldalgo (227 £53) and Cameron (l76 931), with the ﬁemalnder
(l6 849) in WIllacJ-County Over 25% reside ln,xural areas of . the reglon

o

of the th_pty three c|t|es ‘and towns. in the Valley, the fhree largest account
N

for 37% of the totai,populatlon, Brownsvnlle (72 157), McAllen, (48 563), and
Harllngen (40 423) These cltles have absorbed most of the post 1970 growth
w1th'the smaller towns remalnlng about the- same ;- 4.' _ -

¢ The populatlon of the Valley is characternzed\by some rather unlque and

extreme. seasonal fluctuat ons. Therefore, analyses based on the above figures
~ ~ U ’f " L .
w . A_ g ' - ’ | . '
? o T , S . . \j.v L

o 4/4' . ._. L 6 | " . ? J.
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should be cautiously regarded. Durlng-the months between fall and spring,
“;the Valley .is home for approximately 100, 000 migrant farm workers and family ,
’members; The Valley also contains during the same months a growing pppula-
/ .

tion (now estlmated at 35, 000) of "Winter Texans,“ retired Anglo Amerlcans

:prlncipally from the Midwgst whqg migrate to the area to take‘advantage of its/ >
- ] . : v . ) , . . . N . f o
= mild Novembec_tg,April climate, Much larger numbersvoﬁ shortstermgtourists .}*
: R C ' 4

N (estimated at 310,000), stay in'the‘Valley from several days to-several weeks.

v Addltionally, an” uncounted but probably sizeable ”shadow populatlon“ consist-

‘jlng of undacumented Mexicans ‘resides in the region - }/4r' T

N - o

Mexican ‘Americans comprise numerical mlnorities in most places |n the

Southwest "~ Within the VallLy, howevex, Mexican Amerncans are the predominate

ethnic category by a four to one ratio. indeed, ln_no other urbanlzed region

of the U-Sw (aside from the upkriver city-of Laredo,iﬂexas) do Mexican Ameri-.

\\\cans make up such an overwhelmingly large proportion of the populatlon The'

1970 census reports that about 78% of Valley residents are Mexican Amerlcan,

P

while 22%. are Anglo Amerlcan (whlte but not of Mexican descentl\ Blacks -

form less'than erof the total. Evndence also\suggests that the reg»dn i's

‘.

becoming increasingly Mexican Amer(caniibetween 1960 1970 the Anglo-Amerlcan

populat|on déeclined 35% whereas the number of Mexican Americans rose by lO%

(,' R o

‘ . . ) ’

~ Real Poverty in-the'Lower Rio Hrande Valley : e

| | ncome
) ’
A Y

“/ . d ’._."“ . ' . . . : - ’ . v .
The Lowér;Rio Grande Valley falls at the bottom of U.S. urbanized areas *
S \ .
. as measured in.terms of income. Local famlly incomes were about half that

of the l970 natlonal mediaﬁ///Furthermore (as shown in Table 2), rather than

__d|splay|ng comparatlve lmprovement between l960-1970 incomes actually de-

Y , , L
é{cllned relative to the nat|onal medlan Of.aLl SMSAs in the U.S., Cameron

-
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. and Hidalgo co

-'Table 3) In’

- - . . R
. . + o\ ’ .
o~ 0" A e Lt A v ' g ‘ .
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ties annually rank as the lowest in per cap1ta Incomes (see -

95? and 1969, thése counties averaged roughly half of the

natronal f| re. Statnstics just publlshed for 1976 reveal that such pro—

\
: portlonal distributlons have been maintalned However perhaps more |mpor- ;

o
tantly, these flgures also show that nhe income g P between the Valley and
2

the rest of the Un|ted States has dramatlcally |ncreased SInce 1979 Nhereas

the absolute per |hH|V|dual income d|fference between the Vglley aqd the U S

in 1969 was roughly $I 500, the gap by 1976 was- approxlmately $3 000 in ?

Cameron County and $3,500 in Hidalgo County Thus |t appears that desp|te

the h|gh’y touted economic growth that has trans |red in the reglon SInce
P

1970 the general economic conditlon of the overall local p0pulat|on actually

@

has worsened in comparlson to that bf the U S populatlon durlng th|s period!

. Roughly half of “all Valley;people are poor Accordnng to the 1970 census,

162 812 local resndents, oq'48 6% of the total reg:onal p0pulat|on, d|d not

"/ .
have enough income to raise them abbve federal poverty\\U|del|nes (see Table

4). ThlS gkgure is over twd and one-half tlmes the Texas ‘rate (18 86&, and*’
. »/

el

three and one~hal f times the |nc1dence of epverty nat|on wide (13. 7%) . _Pover-

ty among |nd|v1dua!s in the reg|on ranged fiom a h|gh of 7.22 in rural

bl ’

W|llacy County to a low of 46. OZ in Cameron County Tl
Famlly incomes were, abysmally low:in 1970 4o.7% of all Valley\famllles, :
i.e.-29, 237 famlly un|ts, were found to be poor (see Table h) An additional

102 of all famllles had earnnngs of only 256 above the poverty level and’ thus

formed the-''near poor* - famllles whnch would fall beneath the poverty Tine

"l
wheh confronted with |mmed|ate extenuatnqg fnnancual circumstances. Further—'

| more over 35% of all local hougghoids m|ght be characterlzed as I|V|ng in -

[
—

“extreme poverty" as they: had |ncomes of only three fourths the poverty

K R4 un

| threshold _ Poverty’ among famllxes, as that noted,above for - ind|v1duals, '

3 ¢ . . ‘2 o ‘.
. . . T .
. . . b )

“

-
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ranged from an extreme of h6 IZ “in W|Iiacy, 42.0% in Hidalgo, to 38 5@ in

Camerod Other poverty-related demographic lndlcators include a h|gh‘//“

"dependency'ratio“(7$.3);,an uncommonly high birth'rate‘(over!30'annual'births'
Lo 4 . L , ) v

¢ per 1, OOO populatiton, roughlyll75% of the 1970 national rate), and a rela-.
.o tiveiyéngh ratio 6f femaie headed poverty households (approximately 22%). 5

Attesting to. the impact of this high burth rate is the fundnng that k7
\13
- all poor famulues contained six-or more chlldren Old age on the other hand,

o

does not. appear as a strong correlate of poverty status as only 7% of the

) poor were, 65 years or older. ’
.;// - AlthOUgh poverty characterizes'the~Valley as afsociai region, it is not

an evenly distrubuted phenomenon across ethnic groups. In terms of total

Val ey popl at|on, Mexlcan Americans form a numerucal maJority but- they are,

for the most part, a sociai minority - one" grossly over-represented within
the iowest socioeconomic ranks Hypothetlcally, assuming an equal d|str|- |
? bution of poverty across ethnic groups, there should be roughly 35 OOO Anglo

o)

Americans and 128 000 Mexican Amerucans of poverty status. -y Despite these
y : ¥

expected frequencues we |n fact fund that about lh9)OOO Mexican Amerucans

-are- poor, whule only 13 500 Anglo Amerncans are of equuvalent status - Th|s_

> \\; 4
is ‘to say that\reguonai poverty is essentually a Mexucan Ame;}cangphenomenon // S

Over 902 of the poor are’ of Mexican ethn|c1ty'j>Qg5hg the 29 000+ Iocal - /ﬂ
. /

ﬁamufles with poverty Ievel lncomes, about 26, 000- or 90% of thé&e famllues/

“are of Mexucan ancestry (see Table 5). Over SOZ of all Mexlcan Amerucan/

Y famllles ‘are poor, whereas among Anglo-Amerlcan~famil|es only . lﬂ% are so cdte-

. f s P L v ,
gorlzed S . . S u/, .

‘ . At the other end of the reported income spectrum, lnequalities bétween
. . . / . .

} ethn|c groups'dimlnlsh but nonetheless remain great those familles




) " J ‘ . o : P) '
ngher-lncome Mexlcan American earn|ngs are largely concentrated at lnter-- Li\*
Y

mednate levels, of all families in the $10, 000- -$15, 000 bracket Mexlcan Amer-

icans 4ade up- 44% of the total. Conversely, Mexlcan-Amechan fam|l|e§ ac~
- . 9

counted fou/onl 302 of all unlts earnlng mqre than $15 000. g

If there i one br;ght note concernlng the reglonal sltuatlon, it l|es

These fnndlngs suggest that poverty-rates declined over the-decad

e 9\
- both ethnTc groups. ' In 1960 approxlmately 70% of aL% Mexncan-Amé{Tcan/zami- %
l
lies were deflned as poor, whlle poverty among Anglo-Amerlcan famlhles was
r) v

'reported to be roughly-%h% evertheless, when cOmparlng ethnlc po%ert% K

rat|os for 1960 and 1970, we find that local poverty has become an increas- -

v

lngly Mexncanﬂaﬂgrlcan phenomenon ’ o S

. C § L . o v : . p n
i, . . . . ) ) . S . /I‘ k
..g . , ‘9 y o .‘.‘ » :'. . N - l\ . / ) .

Educational ﬁtﬁ;}nmeht

- . . : C ‘

: ey Y C o] ™N L
Npg;unexpectedly, given the above poverty figures, deficits in education- .

s

al attainment characteri;e the regional Mexlcaﬁ:ﬁmerlcan population (see Table

7). whegﬁcompared to Anglo-Amerlcan residents, these defuclts -are partncu-
W @

1afly evident. Medsan years (1970) completed for Mexlcan Amerucans (25 years -

-

'and over) in Cameron County was 6.0 among males and 5. 7 Years among females,

-~ ]

d in Hidalgo County 5.2 and h 9 years, ngh school graduate§ among thlS
gpulatlon were 20, 9% and l6 l% in Cameron and Hudalgo countles, respect)vely.
.- Educatlonal attalnment for reg|onal Anglos duffers dramat|cally Medlan. 4
school years completed in Cameron and Hldalgo countles were compafatlvely |
v much hlgher than those ambng ﬂexncan Ame:yeaﬁs (+lZ medlan years) -Of all; . .

Anglos ln tbese countles, 622 completed high school Even these flgures, ‘ S
howeVer, fabl to’ emphaslze schoollng dlfferences between the two groups ,1'f oy
educatlonal atta|nment rat|os relatlve to’ general popflatlon proaortlons are’ g
. . \ ,
é}‘ consrdfred, ‘the educatnOnal ilfferentual betdmes even more appaFent hs,noted;b S
D . g

. . e . . .
. .
: N B o R -
- . L . . 194 . .
L. « : . . .
s ) . . ) . .
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o Mexlcan Amerlcans outnumber Anglos approxlmately four to one- This propor-
.\ J‘ . . . .

tlon ls malntalned ln educatlonal systems ‘uf. to the tenth grade. However,
i

.
I

f:fifby hlgh school graduatno?, we flnd six- Anglos to. every five Mexlcan Amenncans:

When those who have obta ned a- college degree ‘are’ consndered the dlfferenées .

L)
s . ¥
“are even more pronOunced- slx Anglos graduate for eveny four Mexlcan Ameru
\ Lo . ‘:‘ ) I/l f. o . / N . ) ) .
cans ‘j, "‘;1' Dot - .. A . '
p) .\;4 ISt ~w : . _,’ . " . . S e .
y .

Although there Is’ some e«idence ta sug::j}vthat educatjonal attéfnmenf.
Lo { : ' .
has. lmpfoved 13 théLlast decade for tHe loc Mexucan Amerlcan populatlon, L
d EY — e

', T

partlcularly in the area of h|gher educatlon, a 1977 survey "of defined low-
s lncome Brownsvulle barrlos paints a dismal plcture 6 Over hO of ‘all barria
'adults had not completedlelementary school.~ Less-f/an 20%-had“graduated fromf

. high school, and no more than 4% of all-adults had attended college

-

Enrollment in Valley unlverslty and junior college systems has |ncreased:
s ® . ‘

consnderably since 1970 Open admusslons policy, the only requlrement being

a h|gh schoo : ree or G.E.D., has resulted |n young Mexlcan Amerncans ho

[

longer necessar'ly benng excluded from the opportunltnes afforded by a college
degree. How ver, h|gh school drop out rates contlnue to be h|gh .e. g ,'the ’
grownsyllle'school system,estumatesgthat 30% of |ts students “do not graduate.vA;

: Attritlon rates at thé college level also appear to be extreme. —EnYollment

z N

flgures for the. loc ;zyunlor college underl|ne th|s trend approxnmategy~2 000 |

freshmen attended cl sses in the fall of 1977, whlle lesSgthan half that

v

' number enrolled as. sophomores Many enterlng freshmen, desp|te hugh motlva-

tion, are nll-prepared for.rrgorous’study'-‘often they are not.eguueped wnth%
‘i< the basuc readlng and study skills necessary to succeed in college . lﬁ many *
(\\ cases, also, economlc pressurés to su;oort parents or=thé|r own famnlles are
& great\ and they are generally forced to sacrlflce valuable study’qyme for

: work aé mlnimum wage o " o W
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v -'Employment‘and'the Ecenomy

Regional unemployment and subemployment nates reflect the influ;&ce
L ,

P

in populatlpn.“ Jobs |n the agricultural sector, mainstay of the economy

snnce the early 1900's, are\actually-declinung., New industries have not

“'* e

oA
a - generated enough JOba to. keep pace w|th the grow:ng labor fqrce.. Majorl

.
< .\-' ! e ‘

S population ShlftS to the CIty fnom rural areas and sma14 towns, in-migration \'5

A , -

t

”f unions has kept wages low. Even

E Jr/

_ . ; . ) o . 4 o
f?-"ﬂ“ the state in general, and data show that thl§ gapfas wudening 7 PThe e

- s .-/:

bt L

total number of*those employed in the labor for e. continues to grow, o e

'l-_

ﬂ the Valley laborﬁfbrce in 197“’was th 935 and in 1976 was 159 993,

e .

" thlS figure lS pro;ected for 1978 to be appr ximately l70 000 8 However,

1 c .

' Llarly increa ed Unemployment |n l976 in

: unemployment figures have 5

L2

v L.

Cameron and Hidalgo counties .h% and by 1977 had increaéed

’

‘f‘ ?- to rates of ll.lZ and ll 32 vrespectlvely

"rW

’ .‘ ' The subemp]oy,\hf/rqtes (which lnolude unemployment‘ﬁjguresr -.'

. underemployed fheZworking poor, discouraged persons, éw”ﬁ

.r .""9" i A

~

employed or’ thosezwho work bmx are recesvung food stamps, rexeal the

A
total effects of a nascent economy wh\ch has‘historlcally sought and

explonted a. labor surplus and in recent years has faTIed to keeb pace - c

«v
2 S with populatlon growth. Government generated fagures, admfttedly ve/y
J 2 S ' “ A .
-copservative -estimates, suggest that in 197h,there was ‘a sub‘empioyed T I
o : ’ o ) i » o . . - Y L

Iy




a

. ) ® o .
' - B ‘ [ PR
.

regional labor force ln excess of 35 000 > Thls |s to say that at th;/’

s E mlnlmum ln the 3fcounty area, approxumately 1 out of 4 of xll’ adults who
4 - wanted to work either did not work or were working but earning an in-
.,ﬂﬂedﬁate wage . \ |

' J
r

Agrlculture h|stor|cally has been the Valley s prnmary employer

ﬁ\‘"

.

&
During the l960's, an estnmated one-thlrd of all employment was related
\ -
" to farming actlvntnes,‘servnces, and food proceSsnng,_agrnculture accounted

3.

[y

?’.a-:..-, : W

~

&
for about one~half of all direct and lndlrect sales : d'employment

Dlrect employment in agrnculture however, has dra cally decreased in

ihe past decade due to decreaslng amounts of cultlvated land, and most
v A s
lmportantly, lncreasnng farm mechanlzatnon Seasonal farm employment has
L . .
dropped 63% Farm Jjobs relatnve to the total labor force presently range

from approxlmately ZOZ in April, the peak harvest pernod, to about- lZZ in
v August while year around farm jobs lncreased by over 35% statewide,

_ such work dlminlShed by 3% locally.

i

The agrlcultural work forcewfrom l97k to the present has remalned

v

more or less constant “in Cameron County, for lnstance, there were 8 366

‘4

‘ agrvcultural workers in l970 and 8,493 ln 1977. - An estimate of agrucul—
{,\tural workers in the Valley in l975 placed the. number at 25 539, or
3 ' approxlmately ISZ of the total labor force ~Further mechannzatnon 1n the_'
. productnén of crops has drastically reduced the need for agrlcultural
-labor and a reductnon in crops requnring lntenslve labor has strengthened
thls trend in the last decade. Thus, agrlcultural ‘laborers are becomﬁng
lncreasnngly,superfluous-to regional labor'needs.; | |

< ' : .-
_ The loss of jobs in the farm secter has not -been. compensated. by
! the creation of a sufficient number of\non-farmlng Jobs.  From 1960 to

U li7b\ﬂpn—agrlcultural employment rose 43% in Texas, but ‘the regional
. [4 “ . .

g, T
/. : d

":41 iy . ) S
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increase was less than ZSZi*sFu ermore, during this time the Valley suf-,-
~

fered extreme lossesin manufacturing employment, declinlng ZlZ in Hidalgo

County and 7% in Cameron County.Io Manufacgurlng employment since 1970 has"

been, due to’Jndlrect effects of_the Border Industrlalization Program (BIP)
)

: L
to be dlscussed below. Nonagrlcultural wages and salary employment. (which

-
ES -,

lncludes manufacturlng employment) increased in Cameron and Hldalgo counties

ffrom 97,860 in 1975 to'l06 970 'in 1976 PrOJection§ for 1978 suggest an.

|ncrease to 111, 810: Subemployment rates |llustrate that these recent

°

o

'/lpcreases fall<far short of providing adequate emploYment, "

+ Semi-skil)ed and skllled jobs recently created sometlmES remain open
for an extended perlod because the labor force is characterized, as suggested,

by lack of educat|onal attainment and few marketable skills._ Population

shifts from the small Valley farms to the metropolitan areas of Brownsville, . *

-

McAllen Edlnburg, and Harllngen have been spurredlby BIP Migration to the
Méxlcan Border and |llegal ln—mlgratgon to the Valley have similarly been
affected by BIPR, At the same time a.high birth rate and a disproportionate

_ number of adults entering the labor force each year has intensified the
“problem. An incrediblé 53% of the low~income barrio population in Browns-
. _ NG . —_
ville is less than 20 years of age. The median age for Cameron and Hidalgo‘

is 21.8 and 20.7 years respectively as compared to 26 4 for the state of
Tegas.ll The sign|f|canCe of these trends, in sum, isthat more and more .

people are living in larger urban areas. Brownsville for instance has
roughly doubled in populationgsince 1970, and more and more of these people

N

are unemployed'or subemp oyed.
A Y
INlustrative of the severe shortage of job opportunities, particularly

those prov1ding stable employment, and an adequate living wage is the large

14

e 7
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numberipf farmilaborers'who leave the Valley during.the late spring to
work northern.crops. Conditions tend to be exttremely poor for those who
r;méin in the;Valleyhduring this;period as there‘a;e'few summer farm
operations that are not mechanized? the younger and better educafed farm
.workens'tend to migrate Approximately lOO 000 residents are. now, engaged
‘in migrant agrlculture. This figure accounts for about one-tenth of the
U.s. total. However, the migrant labor force will undoubtedly d|m|n|sh
in the future as farmers throughout the UiS. continue to mechanlze and '
}
. reduce crop acreage 12 In the last flve years, in fact many - migrants
‘i‘have found only hlghly Sporadic employment, reports have filtered back
to Texas during the wtntertime of families running out of money and being
stranded in rural Midwestern communities. Then, too, ag undetermlned |
amount of famllies, hoping to find more secure and better paylng JObS,

continue to settle out of the migrant streamuinto areas removed from the

Valley

1)

Despute\these economic patterns, the Valley recently has wutnessed a

rather dramatic upturn in industrial.activity. In the Brownsville area
alone, for example over 7, 000 in;ustrial jobs*haveﬁheen created since :
’l970. Simllar development has transpired in the McAllen and Harlingen

areas' While improvements in Port of Brownsville faculitles since’ l950‘

have attracted several heavy manufacturlng concerns, most of the growth

4|n Brownsville McAllen, and Harlingen can be attributed to the reldcatuoh
of light industry, mainly electronlcs and clothun;\assembiy pﬁi\ts | Two _
programs, originated in the mid-1960's, have dovetalled to prompt this

" growth, the Mexican-sponsored Border lndustriallzatuon Program (B1IP) and

RN

the federal Economic Development District. Created'by the Mexican

)
I ]



other'jncentlves.13 Forty-one American firms'(prlmarily~electronics cor-

government supposedly to relleve mass unemployment along the northern

ffrontuer following the termlnatuon of the Bracero Program, BIP provides

lucrat|ve unducements for the relocatlon of U. S. corporations ‘in Mexican

border cities by the combination of extremely low wage-scales and various

~

fporatlons)‘ now employung approxlmately 15, 000 people have been drawn to

"

Matamoros alone to take advantage of this program. A number of thesee .

companues have establlshed "twin plant“ operatlons, i.e., a large“assembly{
Vel

,plant on the Mexico sile, ‘and a much smailler plant on the northern s|de of

the river to add flnlshung touches to products.“ Other firms, orlgunally

lntendung to set-up operat1ons in Mexuco " have relocated on the'U°S slde.
Altogether there are now about twenty new electronics and clothung plants
(some twln, some single) in Brownsvulle. The EDA has played an lmportant
particupatung role by provudrng loans and grants for the development of

industrial parks and bulldung constructlon.

P, o

Do such measires constltute viable strategles, however, in- terms of

i

' reducung poverty and meetung long-range developmentgw goals? -The response
of the Va]ley busuness communlty is . an almost unequlvocal “yes" Greater ‘

employment in Mexlco, it |s reasoned, not only reduces the amount of |lle-

“gal lmmlgratlon ‘but also means more Mexlican spend|ng nn the u.s., whnch

in turn creates: more ValleyTimployment oppor un|t|es. Supposedly, for

co, one is create on the U S. sude. Further-

.

every ‘three new JObS in Mex
more, the argument runs, BIP has directly stlmulated local employment by

% .
"twln plant" locations, and indirectly through angle plant locatlons on

the U.S. side. s Concomptantly,.skull levels are presumably raused,by indus-

trial training along both sides of the border,- thus providing a,labor‘force

4

1€

.
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which in turn hopefully will serve ‘o attract heavier manufacturing concerns

In the‘future To the criticism (prlmarlly from U. S labor unions) that
A
‘,élP has helped to, take jobs away froﬁ Americans, BIP supporters respond f

that’ American labor has pruced itself out of the world market, and these
, relocatlons merely represent an intermednate stop in an inevutable-process f'[
’ ) , ;
o ' - e . p/
' before more labor intensnve JObS are exported overseas. - .. | "~

a

c ‘ 7 ‘/ .
Various arguments have been posed which serlously challenge?the assumed

' efflcacy of the BIP strategy relative to facllitating local development lk

“ _ For one, the: new border indgst:ies, or maqulladoras, have come to the region
. for a single purpose -~ the relatlvely unrestricted exploitatlon of a large
and inexpensuve labor force. Given unfavorable economlc and polltucal con-

| dltlons, such as the rise in Mexican labor milltancy along the border’ during

the early 1970's, maquiladoras are h|ghly susceptible to flight to places"

- -offering less hampered operatlons. Numerous new |ndustr|es d|d flee in -

’fact during this period to Hong Kong, ‘Taiwan,- Haitl, etc. Many others
/

lntendlng to leave dec|ded to stay in light of the comparatlve advantages‘

brought-by the 1976 peso devaluations. Thus, it is argued magunladoras‘

/

(often likened to "runaway sweJtshops“) offer llttle promise fdr stable SN

‘and long-term deveIOpment prospects pn é»ther side of the border '5' [It_

o

shoult be pounted out though that the labor strufe in Matamoros has. -not “
been problematic. Indeed the local head of the CTM (the union control- P

llng all Matamoros maqulladora laboreré) has been hﬂghly §ympathet|c and

coopecative with U.S. corporations MHis status, as judged by recent events

in that city, however, appears to have grown tenuous, and this _in turn may.

have great |nfluence over the future direction of* local labor ] Crutlcs

v

‘charge, in addithn, that scant evidence exlsts that maquﬁladoras have

o
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fextremely'tedibds, can be learned relatively quickly, and has'llttle.trans— -

N M

‘fer value to other types of. |ndustry ) Technical JObS are sa|d to be prl—

fmarlly filled by recrults tfalned e}sewhqre in the Q:S or Hexlco. Clalms

. of :ndustrlal soclalizatnon to reglmentatlon and precnslon probably haVe//

more validity Observatlons from relocated asbestos plants in Juarez and .

» V% .

C

' Aqua Prleta tndncate that some plants may relocate to specnflcally avoid

. -

' federal safety and health laws.16 Perhaps the most damnlng nndictment of

» BIP in. tprms of- |ts consequences for the Valley, however, lnes in the argu—

o

ment that maqunladoras,-ln effect .have served as magnets in dranng a large

o Mexncan h|nterland populatlon to the border reg|on. Nor have they dealt

with the orlglnal problem of Bracero unemplbyment as 80 SOZ of magunladora J

emplqyees~are women . The populatlon of border cnties has lndeed skyrocketed
“in recent'years Estlmates suggest that only about 3Z of the neWcomers

find JObS in the new mdustries.17 It is-reasoned'that movements gf such,
- g ¥

magnltude can only wonk to exacerbate the already extreme pressures on -

?

Mexlcan and u. S border communitles. - S S

1 . . «
Iy

The Valley s prlmary natural resource, in addltlon to |ts fertlle 'soi |

and m|ld W|nter cl|mate has’ been and contlnues to be its. large, cheap labor

-

Vsupply 1t was thls labor force that with northern dollars, orlglnally

: prOV|ded the muscle to clear- away the brush for farmlng It ‘was th|s samg

labor force that worked the crops and also bullt |rr|gat|on canals, rail—

\

roads, and'later h&ghways But" wnth a few exceptions, no real |ndustr|al

'development has occurred wh‘ch d|d not take excluslve advantage ‘'of an in-

| exhaust|ble labor supply that would work for little. Productlon and manu-

. . ~
facturlng of flnlshgd goods remains slight. Althoug}\the Valley is a maJorv
< :

producer of cnﬂ?us, green vegetables, seafood cattle cotton, and more

- . . . i T
. . . .
~ - ..
’ s : " -
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recently, sorghumﬁand sugar; p\(ocessing plants remaln few ’Aulong wi'th its

lamlted mineral resources, Valley_agricultural goods are shippedfnorth v

-

. procesSpd and packaged then redistributed backfto‘thgﬁgalley at high prices y
r { N
; Public:utilities, in addltlon to food prlces, are paradbxically among the ,‘

a >

highest in the state Furthermore, BIR factories pay unskilled wonkers . .u\g

~

,minimum wages to produce c*othing, electrical patt%, and other goodsNWhich

- J \ ?
-.are sznt north fér eventual return to the Vallef{it correSpond1ngly hlgﬁ.
' ‘4

7 prices. Ihe consumer and wo“Kér benefit little from thlS economiF merny- g

a

n l(

go-rdpnd prices are very high and the lnhﬂmum wage has becomQJfor many the ..'

¥ T )
maximum wage « S

: R
LOt er factors related to the retardation of undustrual development

(incdudsng distance from consumer markets, transp tation costs and rate‘
¥ \

4 A
differedtials, water supply problems, and the necessity of importlng raw
1

" mﬁﬁéfials to the reglon) althougﬁ |mportant, do not serve to. adequately
explaﬁn\the persistence of-regnonal poverty and the hisfbrucal absence of -

ecolomic diversiflcation. In conclusion, we are forced to speculate that -
. i

the Valley s virtually inexhaustible and largely unskilled labor force,

. oncb its primary natural asset, Is now its primary- liabiluty in terms of

,ﬂ
R

. (.‘stable econOmic development as we approach thé 21st century. - 'ﬁ';f;:"

L

. Housing . 8 . . S : , o
Housing resources for Mexican Amerlcans reflect poverty‘conditions

" é?

Approximately twenty percent of all housing units in Cameron, Hldalgo, and
willacy counties are substandard Moreover, some 20 000 familles, estimated
st 92 000 people, live in these substandard units throughout the Valley

The pqrcentage of substandard housing for Valley cities ranges between 16.6%
l? Edinburg to 45. 8% in Elsa. While substandard housing remains a crucial

problem, the. availability of standard houslng is also critical 1t is:

L4 L3
-
.
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estimated that there is a standard housing deficit of 17, 859 unlts, or fully

-

1874% of the current number of standard housnng unlts.18

- Yy : +
Generally reflectnng the worsqkhoussng and other quallty-of life condi-'

s <

'~ tions are the snxty plus unlncorporated settlements that are locally referred

N

- to as colonlas,‘ EDIonlas, almost exclusuvely populated by Mextcans an\\

-

- Mexncan'hmerlcans, cantain over 35,000 resndents and range in, ' ze fr )

’

several households to several hundred famulaes. Most were’ createdfln the

N *1950'5 durlng a period of expanded Mexucan |mmrgrat|og J However, aﬁfew trace,
R
theur found|ng back tq the Spanlsh colonial era pr|or to the lBth century
S
' Whlle.many are rurally lsolated ‘others ~are located-in close proxumlty to

cltues -- and in some cases are partially encapsulated by city bounds.

Desplte such varlatlons in slze, age, . and locat|on, the colonlas share
onesattrlbute‘ 53 the reg|onal development counc|l suggests, they are. pdpu-
:lated by “the poorest of the poor.'" A 1976 survey of colonuas in Cameron .
and Hidalgo counties rsvealed,the following prof|le. the average householdv
contained 5.5 persons; two-thirds of "all families reported-l975 incomes of

N

less than $4,000; hh% of household headsiwereiemployed as farm laborers;=of -
- P i

those ‘16 years and older, average time employed was seven months, and among

D)

.

those twenty- flve years and older, 282 had receuved-no formal educatlon,

school years completed averaged 4:8, and leé% than 72 had obtagned hugh

. ..s"»cht:liol-de.gl'ee-s.'19 C E l

Evenvin"comparison to Valley'standarss, c0ndltlons'within the.colonias’ ff
are starkly;primitiyel lHouslng tendslto he makeshift; unsound during.ueather /
extremes,.and usually_very.crowded._ Colonia'residents génerally-do without ¢
.the servlcesiand amenitles that clty dwellers take'for granted. Parks, , ,«; -
sidewalks, and paved and l|ghted streets ‘are nonexnstent. Seldom do colonfas )

.

havé sf&age systems or adéjzate drainage; often homes are left standnng in

,
) L W S
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several feet of water after heavy rainfall., Potable water a serious and

- —

widespread problem:. A few familles dra@ directly‘from the bragkish and.

2 . - ' - -

polluted waters of irrigatlon canals or the Rio Grande. .Most others. carry
. - S, s s
it in from’ cuty sources or-rely-on water from frequently contaminated wells. |
- n.'

Needless to say, such’condutqus pose obvuous threats to sound?physucaf and

¢ . .y

méntal health. » L -~
\ o i T ’ . .:‘ [ -~

[

po Economlc necessnty is, of course, the prlmary reason people settle in
: : f
'the colonias. leen the absence pf services and ut|lit|es,_lots are cheap

and taxes are.minlmal Houses can be obtalned ‘at QOmparatively low cost;\’

dwellings are avaulable th T would ‘be condemned P located withun the city

Addutuonally, houses need not be bu|lt to reguﬂhtory specification, and ’

T

to C nstruct. ' For some, colonla residence allows

/

economic -

hence, are‘much less,costl

N

the time,vwhlch would not be posslble in the cnty, to ceasolidate
ga|ns ‘and make bﬁt by bit housung and utility |mprovements.‘ Still for
‘ others, the oolonia may .serve as a relatively inexpensnve place to live

until developing skills_and_opportunities provide the bases to move else-'

L)
.

‘where. For most, however, the colonia with all of Its"attendant problems

R

becomes a permanent'conditioniof life.- S _ '
. Health M ' ' B | B \
The healgh,status of Mexican Amerlcans also reflects the extreme condl-

t tions of regional poverty. In four of the fixe ind|cators of health status

- for uhich data existy disease spesftlc death rate, infant mortallty, infec-

- .
o

! i ' ) . ; ("v . - - . y
‘tlous disease rates,-medlcal histories, and nutr|t|onal status,.Valley

B

B Mexican Americans differ dramatically from: state and nationgl figures. With

regard to-d|sease-specific death rates, ”...the death rates from infectious

.

‘and parasit{c diseases For/tse combined counties were nearly twite'that of

exas whites,‘and for dysentery and amebiasis, twice that of whltes and

" . - Le

t -
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nearly four times that of'Blacks 120 Death rates for “|\\ def|ned.causes“
¢ N,
-were three times th§t of Texasswhites and |n Cameron County nearly twnﬁp

.vﬁrat of Texas blacks. 21: N “:. oot

- . . v ' \./\.‘ v - ) ,11

v ) The available -infant’ mortaluty data are mlsleadnng and probably i
K * . - %

rect. Valley |nfant mortaluty rates, lf the ev:dence ns;%o be belne ed, are.
oonsnderably lower than those for Texas: whlées and blacks Undoubtedly t erq
jare a number&of |ﬁTant deaths which go unreported by Earteras (mndw;ves){
in Brownsv:lle dellvef about 85% ‘of all/burths 22 - Lack of prenatal\care an

‘ examlnatuons must effect the neonatal and postnatal mortaluty rates. Then, .
&.'» T .

'too, many Mexican mothers del:vec\thelr bahles ln the Valley only to return =

soon after to ‘Mexicad border-towns, thereby lnflatung the number of bnrths

‘ 4
p wnth no possnble follow-up for infant health status ,Teller and\Clyburn,

';referrlng.to state vital statustlcs,»speculate-that, ""The relatively low
’ Spanlsh-surname infant'mortality rates along the border\ieem to be related

ib both to an artlf|c|al lnflatuon of the denomnnator (l|ve b|rths) and an -

-

wiuﬂ‘nder-representatlon oﬁ the numerator (deaths) "23

-

Meklcal hlstorues conducted |n the Valley in 1973 1974 of eluglble

¢

1

' - wélfare clients rated the reguon consustently high in lncndences of heart

> l

Fung, scalp and musculo-skeletal d|sabllltles 24 Both the Texas Nutr|t|on
A

| Suryeyzs and ‘the 1970 F|eld Foundatuon medlcal survey of Hldalgo County farm

workers26 clted severe health- and nutr|t|onal problems Accord ‘ng to oneN\

<

_/
‘anestigating-physician,,“High blood'pressure' diabetes,'urunary tract infec-

" tions, anemia, tuberculosns, gall bladder and |ntest|nal dusorders, eye and _

'skun dlsease were frequent flndlngs among the adults - Almost wlthout excep‘

tion, lntestlnal parasutes‘were found in the'stool ‘specimens examined. Most

-

of the children had chronic skin infectionst' Chronically infedted draining ;'\g

roLs . T Y C o : R
ears with resulting partial deafness occurred in an amazing number of the L

e




smal}er‘children, We saw rickets, a d|sorder thought to’ be nearly- abolished
: {‘ . . B
in this. country, and every orm of "wvitamin, deflcuency known to Ls thYt could

§M|natjon Al 27 oo

a. —

J

& be Identifled by clinical-é

Health profgsstonals and general health servnces remaln grossly inade-
- 7z w
quate for many in the Valley.. Cameron County has approxlmate]y 80% of.the ,ﬁ'

-, .
R ]

. patient care physiclan§ per'T 000 as does the state of Texas, it has only
oy .
~25% ‘of the dent|sts, 762 of the pharmacists,. and 501 of the .active phy5|cal
I ¢
therapists. .Hidalgo and WIllacy counties possess ev&h moﬁe dlsmil fugunes 28
o

- In addition, ‘while McAllen and Harlingen have adequate hospital f ‘llltles,,? ,i

¥y

v BroTque had, as recently as 1970 only one hospital’ wuth 162 beds for a o

popu atuon»of well ov?r 50,000. Sunce 1970. |t has added one smaN

Y

prrvate

facility.- Many of the smaller Valley. towns are ina s|m|lar position not to

. . ¥ s
., mention thelﬁgonlficant'fural population in.need pf‘health services. 23 The .
¥ recent creation.of an innovative federally sponsored clinic,‘however,‘in‘
-~ Willacy and northern Cameron counties reportedly has made important strides
A o .
}}\ in fulling the health~care vond of the pooriin that area,/’pl - '?//(
Mental ﬁealth faclluties are extremely limited Al i ', drug abuse, | )

and psychiatrlc services are avaulable in only Edunburg and Harlingen and

on a l|m|ted scale. Whlle a growing number of professnonal psychiatrists

!

and psyChologists appear to be moving to the.area, Brownsville, for,example,'

:

to date has only one. board-certifued psychiatrist.. :
Even these l|m|ted health services overstate/éhe Valley health care

system for dlfferential health care is pervasive ‘In part, such |s~the,case'
because the cost of adequate health care.is proh|b|t|ve to the poor, while -
& . . C .

- the poor would prefer private physicians to publ|c health clinics, and heath\

clunucsbtoclocal folk ‘healers (curanderos), the cost of health services lumlts
30

their\leal_choices and alternatlves. in addutlon,'few health profess;onalsfh

no ot
SR




(%._’. \.' _ 22

have meant l|ttle price competlflon, and thus even moreso, the cons umer who

v

' :ns poor seeks profeisiona;s dhly in a crisis situation. Obsdbvation leads
N y K .

, us_additionally to lleve that the comparatively less expensuve doctors and
- % -

_ clinccs in Matamord. freqUently are used aslan alternatlve source of health

. . - - . B . . . .o
k3 . . N - .
. . .
A . // A . . o o -~ . - .,
.

ks

care Flnally, ggalth status of poon/nexican Amerlcans is greatly affected

’

by the confllcting vested lntergsts o various groups 1ncludlng the medical <

co y, local politicians, héal th
N ) .

groups. Struggles over control o

reaucrats, and grass'roots-communrty:

/—dicaJ facilbties?have,din many Cases, i
precluded providing adequaté‘health‘c re to the'poor," | \

Tt . P f ' -
-

: ﬁeguiated Povertyﬁ A Historical 0vervieW'of.Regiopal-Ethnic.Stratification'
'Angio Amerlcans'have'constituthd.the ellte of‘the Valley political":
, .
\:. ‘econony, slnce the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 18h8 ﬂexlcans ~and Mexlcan .
. 7 .
Americans essentlally have served as a massive and |nexpensive labor supply

R and,.even mOre |mportantly, labor reserve, Poverty, as prevuously noted

. remains differentlaliy dJstrlbuted across ethnlc groups; poverty |s prnmarlly

- -

" a’status’ befalling Mexlcan Americans In this section outlinlng some-of the. -

h|stor|cal antecedents leading to the exclusion of the maJorlty of Mexican

5

- Amérlcans from the Amerlcan malnstream, we provude llmlted documentatlon to

' _support the assertlon that such.echUslon ,to some extent reflects ethnlcally

N 0 - ‘« . . “

regulated poverty f-"" T , o~ o o : . h

flnitial Contact: The Period of Anglo Conqdest
) ¢
Extreme corflict and vuolence characterized much of the early . contact

. ) 0

between Angios and Mexlcans. Real and percelved dlfferences and |mper|al -
. designs can be traced to the Spanish and Engllsh whose ethnocentric olltlcal
3 The Adams- 0n|s Treaty of l819 _' ‘o

systems soon conflicted ln the New world

Lo

which in effect gave’ Florlda to. the Unlted States |n lieu of its glving up

. +
A N .o - A * ’

R o . i . ! E (/)A- : . . "‘ L P
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any clalms to Texas, provided only temporary reluef t6’fhe Mexlcan govern-

‘ment whlch in thé\jﬁﬁlownng year ended Spanish coloﬁuaf donﬁnatuon Only
’ [} 0 ’ . v
v four years later Stephen F Austln s settlers arr|ved in then northeastern

, México .to assume thd/Spanish lend grant of Austln s father. The new settlers
v . . 3y ; "

assured the ‘Mexican,government of thelir economue wealth~ and rel~§ious faith

| in the Cﬁurch two;prerequisites’dé:anded of choni21ng igmigrants Notwuth— -
. , -
! standing suéh assurances, these tlers and others (including a substantlal
v o A

) number of/ﬁpanlsh-surname famflles} revolted from Mexuco and |n/18;§ estab--r é
I\

. lished the Republic of Texas. | The Valley, lt shogld bé polnted out d|d not .

exp;rlence Anglb Amerucan settlement e|ther before the revolt-or after |t
unil}“the late l840's prlmarlly dué to the dlspute between Texas (1ater the
r

U s.) and Mexuco over t\r(ltorual r|ghts Upon the independence of Texas'

from Mexlco, a peace treaty had not been/negotuated and thus, legal bouq -;’-

o A @ L
aries betwe n the two countries were not affixed _‘Texas claimed the land v

N

i eas Mexico asserted |ts boundary extended to the

down to the io Grande,'

Nueces hiver.(whose moyth is at present day Corpus ChrlStl) Consequently,

the territory between the io Grande and the Nueces became a sog’ of‘”no

@

.- man's land' as’ guerllla warfare raged within its confines during the life of -

-

“the Texas Republic §2 wuth U .S. annexation of Texas |n 18§§, the stage was *
It

- then setpfor the extension of Anglo-American control to South Texas and the
VafTey L g . o L .

- In 1346, U. s. General Zachany Taylor |nstalled a fort on. the Matamoros

“

commons to the north of the Rio Grande, and began patrolllng the area.™ The'
\ ‘.,

Mexican-American Nar soon followed, and Foz{ Brown served as’ the beach head_

for further |nvasions of Mexico south’of fﬁ— river Although the‘Lower RIO"

N
'Grande Valley remalned unsettled'and largely‘hnjnhabitable its |mportance 5,

lay for some time in ﬂnternatlona!_strategies between emerging nat|ons

LS

Nt
s

[l C AT . : oL

(O :




% Qq;oducts and lmportlng the staples of a war. economy The large cattle ranchesn

{.tlle class of Engllsh French, and Amerlcbn\buSInessmen suppl?‘ng ti'

“with goods and trade as well as a small number of Anglo ranchers who had
RN~ ) t . /' o_.\

begun absorbing the lands of Mexlcans and Mexlcan Amerrcans after thé war’ and‘,'

) -

lp esent on botl SldeS of’ the Rio Grandeﬁcommonly exchanged stock with the

. i '.'_". . K
. . . R . ~ - 2 : bind - e . t R R
B N Y ST 2k
- - L ' N P
- . - . .
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AVl
iechary Taylor s BrownsvnlleWby the 1350'5 was already composed of a me rcan-
L

N

_ Y, ot
-desplte ‘the 18h8 tfeaty The case‘of Juan Nepomu&eno Cortlnaﬂapé/hus e T

<
..b.
_Cortln1stas is rndycatuve of the. hatre and dlstrust among Anglos, Mexlcans,
<
‘and. Mexucan Amerlcans due to Iandlééﬁ%+§h2P dlsp‘;gs 3 'Anglos |n Brownqr

[

k4

gyllle d|v1ded thé exncan5r1nto two polntucal factnons the Reds and the |

Blues, selected the leadershlp of each polltucaljparty, then heldwpo-called\\

- P (s

electnons The well-off busnness el|te contrasted sharply wnxh the 2, 000’
Y < <

. dest#%ute Mexucans ) In thus free-wheeling border town, however, mbney could ..

fprevall over ethnlclty and class or|g|ns Whule intermarrtage between ‘

' sol|d|f|ed the few elite famnlues, |ndlvldual upward mObIlItY among Mexfcan

Americans was at least poss:ble although hlghly exceptlonal B Slzeable )or—;_

tunes were: made during this time by those Anglos already posseSsung conijder-

, . . .o

able wealth T ey S e R

Mexlcan and Kmerlcan econzmsc lnterdependence was. founded on the bene-
v ' a
fits of |nternatlonal trade and~the avallablluty of a large and cheap labor

L4

.force. Brownsvnlle durlng the years of the C|vil War was ‘a booming c|ty of‘

a ®

25, OOO and for some llme the only port in the Confederacy ot blockaded by

v

" the Unlgn " Matamoros sumularly boomed t& Lo, OOO as the twin river cutles

served as the prlmary port for exportlng Texas cotton and other agr|culture

-’

totyplcal ébwboys, they worked hard and were pald l|ttle L

v
/”/blsputes between Mexlcan land grantees and Anglo ranchers contJnued

»

- .

S

help.of band|ts and rustlers. Mexlcans and Mexican Amerlcans became the prb-".:f
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however, as did--a poor Mexican-Uni%ed States border relatiOnship exempi fied
AN

by Pershlng s eventual invasion of northern ﬂexico in 1916 i& retaliationl

ql‘<

for the raids of Pancho Villam} AlthOugh the Valley, prior‘to 1900 was
sparsely populated by either Anglos or Mexicans, these events with their
depredations and atrocitlies were not only signiflcant in that they es tab-

lished Anglo-American hegemony, bG} also because they created a bitter

.
legacy of antagonis//and distrust--one whiéh Ih“many ways remains . to this-
.

day to color interethnic relati0ns. :,;n RIS
4

Tbe;famous Plan of San Diego named for ono-of the supposed signers who

\

~

had wqued and lived in .San Diego Texas, reflects tHe intensity af. racial

L
-7 .

il

v

cpnflidt along the border.35 The Plan described in some detail how Mex | cans :

and Mexicén Americans would rise in unlsOn agalnst their common An‘/}V

* .

OpprSSOfS and eventually turn‘all of the southwestern United States to ‘the
- 3 ('";)'f' .

‘Negroes as a buffer between the U S and Mexlco. Hostages were to be taken,

ranSOmed and then shot, and - Indians were to be incited to Joun in the

'reyolt. Though its origins were highly suspect (there was: little doubt at

,

-Mexican and Mexican Americans were innocent victims.

. : E
the time that |t was.produced by-the German or Mexucan secret police to

[ . N

foment diScontent and confq;non) the Plan, nevertheless, did not fanl to

further stimulate racial hostilities. Anglos used the Plan and subsequen&

‘raids as”’a Justufucatuon for a series of further atrocities in which many

R
aMexﬁcan bandits'and soldiers crossed~the'river to loot, burn, ‘and

murder, the collapslng Mexican government had lost control over its northern

-

. frontier. As hostlllties contlnued to grow, - many Mexican Amerucans s|mply

o

. v
.

Jeft the-area, flndingSthemselves too often the~yictims of both raclal and

4

nathnal'hatredsf Texas Rangers and others failed to d|st|nguush between

Mexican Amer:cans, who were in fact U.S. cutuzens and who, in many |n3tances,

~ C)

-() .4} v ' . '“;i E

. . . ) .
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‘predated the Anglo newcomers, and. Mexicans, preferring to seée both as a.. .
‘common enemy. Mexicans, on the other hand ~did - not necessarily view Mexican |
\l

Americans as their national brothers but often as rich Americans and poten- - -

ttal victims. Caught in between, many Mexican Americans chose to return to’

Mexico, while others migrated further north‘to escape oppression.

' Thus, tbe Texas Rangers played a prominent role from 1916 to 1919 it~

what amounted to a racial war against Mexicans and Mexican Ameticans. Al—
A ¥ .-

_though their presence was not essential in South Texas, the.army and local ~ -

e . . ) s
law enforcément were more than enough to handle any situation, the Rangers

Ssummarily executed‘withou% trial hundreds‘of'suspected criminals.l Based on

-

findings by a full state legisla?ive investigation initiated in 1919 by the

A\ Brownsville state representative J. T Canales, the Rangers were abolished

L]

as -the official state police force of Texas and ‘their numbers reduced to )

K

less than one hundred. Nhile the Rangers clearly were among an extreme in:

their actions, they did embody the worst fears and hatreds of many Anglos

N v

in South Texas.: , Atroq\ties on both'sides of the Rio Grande'continued on

-

‘into the 1920's. C s

Period of Expanded Anglo ‘and Mexican Settlement: From'Ranching to Farming

- Large-scale Mexican immigration to the region was coterminous to theb

r N

development of inten5|ve agriculture. '"The most enterprising~businessmen....
Joined tpgether, built a railroad into South Texas, formed real estate and -

~

irrigation companles, siiced their ranches lnto farm tracts, and boomed

36

towns on their property." Among towns which were developed after railroad

e
construction in 1904, all of whnch began as farmlng centers, were Harlingen,

LS DN

e

’
1

McAllen, Edinburg, . San Benito, Olmnto, Mercedes, and Donna. “Home-seekers“
RN . - "

from the north bought the'land'after first.beﬁng enticed-by attractive . ~ 4
brochures and free visits sponsored-by land developers; many of -these land

Ol

‘d)
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mdevelopers soon became-the nucleus in structuring the local banking and-

financlal system? Mexicans seryed as the labor forc for the agricultural -

v v

lnfrastructure~-irrigatlon canals. rallroad lines and cleared lands which
0,
T made agricultural development posslble From the beginning the’availability
of ‘a cheap'source of potential farm labor was advertised by land developers

’ . . . ~ - . . » L
‘as a major attraction to farmers. Initial capital to develop the land could

be offset by minimal investment in machinery or farm 1abor.37 o

<

Mexican .immigration to the. Valley'was stimulated by'the Mexican”Revo-
2
lution from 1910 to ISQ7 and the effects of - the revolution on the maintenance

of day-to-day life patterns in Northern Mexico were felt well Into the 1920'

~

The northern ‘region of Mexico figured prominently. in’ the revolutlon and. the
regional character of self-sufficiency undoubtedly led citizens to immigrate

38
to a land which promised great rewards for hard work 3 The ‘new labor con= -~

.

@racting farmers, indeed, promulgated such myths of a promised land in their

4
" constant search for a- seasonal supply of cheap labor

Class stratification as in Brownsville, which in its two class.system

‘lof rich and poor did provide for limited Mexican-American moblllty, was not
. replicated in the countryside when the Valley s econOmy shifted from ranchingr

to the proguction of cotton and vegetables in the early~1900's and cntrus in |

the l920 s. This agriculture was a peculiarly Anglo enterpr|se " The pres—
" ence of Mexicans was deemed necessary ‘only because of growers" labor require- L
; ments. The absence of any Mexican or Mexican-American middle class to pro-,

vide for an easier cultural transition as well as to- possnbly prevent wage

L

exploitation made racial domlnation particularly blatant Jdn these farming -

,communities, Lacklng capltal havnng little if any formaL educatlon, and

also with. a deferenJ'language and cultural background, the‘immlgrants soon

. formed an easily exploited rural proletariat. AnﬁAnglo‘laboring class:never

ot

)
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‘

Valley soclety. As one observer in the late 1920's noted "The hand labor

is performed by Hexicans, and among the chief reasons for the absence of white
( labor are the character of the work and the low remuneratlon ‘White Iabor
& , ,
was not physically displaced here, ‘for. the farm labor supply was furnished _

by Mexicans from the beginning Wages have been adjusted to standards of

Tiving of Hexicans, ‘and rates attractive to Americans have never prevailed “39 :
Likewise, neither did a Mexucan-Amerucan -urban proletariat soon’ emerge, Rlie’ ;
farming towns remained very small the population rural, and few other |
industries were to appear for some time. The social structu}e of the small
: towns resembled in many ways, a system of ethnic caste rather than class.,
| Economic powerlessness facilitated political subjugation Differung
oonceptions of pol|t|cs and political participation interacted in varying
- degrees with fears of physical coercion, economlc dependence and vulngrar;
billty, and the constraunts posed by various electoral mechanusms,such as
the poll tax, to produce a constituency having little lnfluence on local
Qnd regional decislon making processes 4o Farmers attempted to ma|nta|n a
more maleable supply of labor by subjugating immlgrants in the 1920's and’
41930'5 to a series of state laws .designed to limit their very mobilutyA,
(immigrants were: discouraged from havbng cars) and to. provide a large but
temporary Iabor force that was encouraged to return annually to Mexuco
At the 'same time many immlgrants were lured further and further north by
Jge attract|on o?’higher wages and a better life At a national leVel

e

restructuve Ieglslatlon against European |mm|grat|on made Mexican labor

, lncreasungly attractive to northern industry.

Outright fraud coupled wlth/the semi~-feudal gatron system were integral

to Valley polltics as small groups of politlcal bosses dominated city and

< 30

i o ' o .

developed, further - rendering ethnic stratiflcation as an- integral feature of T
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county affairs until around World War Two much’ the same a$ in the ‘Browns-
o b2 | y

ville of the 1850's and 1860's. While farm laborers were the'flrst to

»

.reallze their predicament, various attempts at unionization in the 1930'5

\

* _met.WFth failure; farmers could break any strike with additional labor

imported from other Texas cities. ~ No real Mexican American middle class

- .

'j_developed in the small agrlcultural towns untll'after World War Two.and

even then it, pbssessed few class lnterests in its struggle over few scarce
-
-.resources. A Mexlcan-Amerlcan underclass came to populate the same barrlos '

~ L}
llved in by Mexucans in Brd&nsvllle, but in the non-border farmln towns no~

-

{ L
urban proletariat evolved. Brownsvllle Served then (and-now) bogh as a -

”receptacle" and a'ﬂsprlngboard" for Mexican lmﬁlgfantsf“h T e
Largely deflnedﬁby Anglos as foreigners, raclally.and~colturally )

lnferior, and functionally skilled for nothing more important than farm

-nork or'otherVnonskilled occupatlons,‘Mexlcan Amer icans were'contlnually

forced to contend WIth a system in which they had few clvll rlghts. Evl-
¢ dence of Anglo-AmerLcan ethnocentrlsm:‘prejudlce, and dlscrlmlnatlon has

been partlcularly acute and ylslble in Valley school systems. Untll the‘

past decade ‘most schools were segregated on-a de facto basis. lnstitutions ,':/%/
._‘.,tended towbe at best paternallstic, and often orlented towards cultural oy
G ""i- ONURR P SR . ,., ® “u

='genoche through;atﬂeqpted angllclzation and,the concomitant derogatron of

w

T, . . .

_ i ‘ ,
the schools seldd’¥§ .fgggmluted Tanguage skllls effect|vely, and were prone

s ;o

PR ),

o

v ..to using |nappr0pr|ate and often damagnng tests and other technlques.
Teachers were pald little even by Texas standards and- often lacked mlnlmal

qualuflcatuons. Anglo teachers predomlnated al though numerlcally in the

mlnorlty. However, Mexlcan Amerlcans slnce ‘World War Two have gauned gradual
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. access to public school teaching and administrative ranks and this has con-~ ..
. v

tributed consequently to a nascent Mexican-Amerucan middle class.

Dlscrimlnation in other areas of employment as Well ‘as _in housing and

in the courts has also denied several generations of" Mexican Americans the jf

right to equal soca1 . participation ahd thus has/piayed “a sighificant role

'in structuring their presently low status. Literacy requirements by the

!

+
-

courts meant in the Valley that Mexucan Americans were often denied a trualf
by peers. Restricted housing has often resulted in permanent substandard k\ ’

.

structures passed on. from one generation to the next with little improvement.

Colonias have been one functional alternative for the poora' .
9 . - e .
while it might be postulated that the problems confronting the poor are’

primarlly the direct consequences of racism, such a positlon would be unfair
"and distor?ed BN Today, in most c|rcles, ethnic discrimination has been . \\:
.attenuated to a large degree. While raclsm cannot ‘be |gnoréd the poor
continue to be trapped by a number of other condutuons. Some, particularly
- .the more recent immigrants, are shackled by éhe inability to ipeak Englush

’and thus, are l|mited to employment in those jobs &Zep in the secondary '(

<labor sector. Yet, the |ncent|ve to learn EnglPsh is uﬁdermined ‘to a great
extent since most of the Valley population speaks Spanish “’Better payung

and more ~secure jobs, of course, are screened by educatuonal requlrements, .

' ‘usually at the minimum high school graduation. "1t has been observed that » “‘(

v

-

many migrant youth, whose immediate.familyjneeds dictate that everyone‘must’
l work,'freguently drop out early in the;education process. ,Of}éven,greater
import’are the.as,yet'uncounted thousands-of Nexican-American youth who, I
al though not‘migrants, nevertheless fallwbehind and eventually‘drop out' often
. R N . . . ’ /
before reaching high school. While many more'Mexican~American youth'are"f
attending local colleges andtpost-seiondary vocational.schools thah,ever_il
32

o
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| hefore, the hlghe:_edu/ tion system suffers from similar problems~as the

publlc schools. This new generation of locally educated Mexican Americans

-

will supplement the growing. Mexncan-American middle class who has in Xhe

~»

»

4

wpast'sent their offspring to colleges outside of the Valley.

<

Culbu‘al traits have also been accused of*llmiting mobility prospects.

Various writers have ‘alleged that Mexican-AmeriCan achievement primarily has

> s »

} . -been hindered by the persistence of a traditlonal peasant-type set of

cultural values.“7 ‘Accordingly, the Mexican-American poor ‘are sa|d to be.

-~

fatalistlc, unable to defer immeﬂlate gratificatlon, overly personalistic
-’Jand emotional highly famillstfc, suspicious of everyone beyond the famlly,

etc. To what extent these‘traits actuallY exist and furthermore, actually

'y

preclude mobility, are, empirlcaluques\Jons - of which/neither have bee_,,J

nntenslvely researched as of yet.“8 'Rather than "blaming-the victim " ‘
r\ !
however, |t would seem more accurate to view such traits (if they do markedly

_ exnst9 as rat|onal forms of adaptation to poverty cond|t|ons -- behavnors

Q'iwhich would change under dnfferent economic circumstances.hg Even mgre, it

"i, - .

is ironic that a large proportlon ‘of such "fatalistic“ and "aomplacenﬂ'

people are annually lnvolveé |n on\~of the most rnsk filled and hazardous <0
—

»
- .
&

economlc pursuits available -- mlgrant farm work

Slnce World War Two with the lessennng of restrnctnve i%stitutlonal

¢
-

barrlers,llncreased educatlonal attainment, and the gradual d|vers|ficat|on

oF'thf rngonal economy, a Mexlcan-Aﬁerlcan middle class albelt proportion-

A
& : 0

’ ately small hds developed in the agricultural communltnes. It is essen-

‘g .

t|ally composed of small buslnessmen, state,,federal, and city agency func-
' o ¥ % . '
'\~ tionaries, school teachers and administrators, and the more highly paid

: skllled workers.- Circumscrlbed an the one hand hy dnsproportionately large

p
Mexncan-Ame \can !ower and und classes and on the other by an economic
- Se . - -
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f.elite penetrated by few Mexican Americans, however. its poiiti L Interests

 remain unattended As a‘class it Is wary of losing its hard-earned economic .

3Hgains and- community prestige. ‘Relative to the poor its stance is pred021;
nantly reflected in an orientati0n based40n encouraging individual rather

than group. mobility strategies - one underl ined by th% assumption that if
they themselves could achieve economic security through hard work an‘hk

.sacrificﬁfao should many of the @oor If only given sufficient motivation,

4

“In_light of" this perspective and also persustent status insecurities, few’
. 'z

members of the nascent middle class have become |nvolved in local poverty

,;issues of a social actlon ﬂature, and in general,.most can be said to sup-

v

port the status quo.

I e

" Other Socnal Mobility Impediments. The'Peculiar;Nature of thewkegion%l :
Economy ] ) : . S "—/)\,

After vvewnng these factors, one m|ght be ;\ompted to say -that other ,

~

. groups have enoountered similar obstacles upon settllng in the u.s. Did not .

»the Itallans and Poles, for example, begin at the bottom of the economlc

structure of the North? Luke Mexucan |mm|grants, they were non- Englush o
.speakung .and also facéd exclusion and duscrimunatuon, although to a lesser
extent, from the dominant soclety i Yet, were they;not ‘able to "make it - Y

‘over the course of several decades? - . LONE
The MexicanéAmerican experience in 'the Lower Riq_Grandé\Mglley’as in

: most: of South Texas, however, has been qualitatively dufferent from that of -

other groups in at least three crucual respects. Flrst the other groups oA
. ) ' w :
enteren a rapidly expandlng urban-industrial economy Although they

»

frequently 2&arted out. at the bottom, they could over “time work themselves

up the job hlerarchy Even at the lowest rungs of the |ndustr|al system,
col ¥

' ' wages tended to be suffucuent for bas:c subs:stence. |Secondly, ‘while job
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competition was keep, they could develop a semblance of security by thew.

- ski'lled natiwre othhelr work, and late), through unionization. The‘Valley,

laterally flxed\at the beglnnlng of the harvest season by growers \:sso-

on the'othen'hand has been a non-lndustrlallzed region. - The local labor

)-'~ v
force and partlcularly the wofklng poor have been and still are strongly

~

’dependen&Hon agriculture and farm related employment ‘Such’'work tends to~

8

..“‘

"be exceptlonally Jow in remuneration and hlghly unstgble Job ladders,

: -
characterlstlc of manufacturlng lndustrles and allowlng for promotion and

“ '

advancement, generally are absent. Furthermore, the speclal skllls:hnd |

'efforts of?workers have llttle bearlng on thelr value to employers as

workers are commonly paid on a plece-rate basls

.These cond;tlons, somewhat characterlstlc of labor-lntenslve agrlcul- :

ture throughout the U.S., are exacerbated by "the fact that Valley/employ/rs.

_.ir
always have had access to a large labor supp%r reserve. Up unt|l the mnd-

. A
1950 S, growers’mlnlmlzed labor costs by exploltlng a labor force Jolntly

composed of Mexican Americans and undocumented Mexicans, “wetbacks " 1TEL

border was V|rtually open “to all th wanted to cross; amg there was l|ttle

,\

or:no concerh as to the Jegal»status-of workers -= Mexican Amerlcans and'*.

i

f“wetbacks”zwere treated alike; wages and conditions of work were unl-

wJ . -

‘»clatlons. Laborers enJoyed the optlon of acceptlng the wage-rate of not

“either at or below subslstence levels.

'gmeat %mmedlate umpact on the local farm labor scene i

working. Many mrgrated'north-to ‘becdme permanent residents". Needless to
. \ - . L ) ‘ \ N .

sdy, wages during this period remained relatlvely static and tended to be

o . .
¢ =

""Operation Wetbacﬁ " launched by the IN? in 195h in reactlon to the

* recession and r|se in nat|onal unemployment followlng ‘the Korean War, had

o

)
lndeed it is esti-

Ll

| mated that a forge of’ approxlmately 70, 000 undocumented wori::;\Tuft the

O . .
. . . . . -

Lo a

]
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"reliance on a domestic and sharply reduced “wetback“ work force Nonethe-

o

34

‘W -
machinery and pressure frOm the farmlng lobby was im dlately actlvated to
o -~ ~ ~ >

- Thas, the Bracero Program

bolsteredjand administered the greater part of ther Valley labor force in

“dry out" and reconst i tute “wetbacks“ as braceros

behalf of growers for'almost a decade; Nhile "wetbacks“4were stlll Pre-"

» e

ferred by growers over bracergs\as varlous regulatnons guldéd the use of

the latter, or at least d|d in theory i!faceros were"’ deemed superior to sole

Pal

/7
less, by the early 1960's, braceros were largelqifhased out ln the Valley,
DOL-lmposed wage-rate lncreases, the strlcter enforcement of housung codes,

and the c0mparat|ve inflexnbuluty of bracero utullZatuon pr0mpted farmers

( A
to tu _o’alternatuve‘sources.sl Cotton growers‘chOse mechanlcal harvesters.
. AN

Growers of crops that remanned labor |ntensive came to rely, and -do so to

3
the present, on a "mixed labor supply consustlng of Mexlcan Amerlcans, wet=

v
1

backs,“-and in addltnon, Mexican commuters or. “greencarders " 'n o _ -

f
K -

The effects of q;large surplus labor force are evldent in othler local
1 ) -
lndustrues as well Shrump boat crews at Port Isabel and the Port of

Brownsvllle struck in 1959 and agaln ln 1975 for better wages, job security,

. . PR S
‘ A %

“and a few other. mlnumal compensatlons . On both occaslons struke-breakers S

put an end;mo l;bor negotuatuons, fir t in 1959 after. only three weeks,_

and again in l975 after,somé five mont Strnknng steel workers;empIOyed.

L e , .
at the largest industry at’the BrownsVIlle”shipyards were.given a similar

i

optlon in l97] return to work or replacements would be found. lndeed E

"within three weeks all of the strnkers‘ JObS had been f.lled by men wlllung

to work at current wages and job condltlons ‘

— . 8

In concludlng this sectuon we must admlt that Valley h|story, of

'



%

i except through outfmigration.. In sum, we propose that many of the roots.‘

'\economy premised on-a surpius of cheap iabor traditionaiiy has been ruled

. . . . . . L,

: course, in no way predetermtnes the future of Jthe region. Yet this brief ' ' .

w0 . /
historicai duscussion does reveai a number o

importance to any contemporary anaiysis. R iations between Mexucans. Mexucan

‘~recurring themes which are of

’

Americans, and Anglo Americans were founded on violence and hatred, and re=

f
9a|n divnded by racnsm compounded by nationaiism. An agrlcuituraiiy based N

o -

.
<

by an Anglo elite. 'Differential” treatment in Valley sociai institutions has
- | | S N .
characterized interethnic reiations. A Mexican-Agprican middle ciass was

siow to materuaiize in a soclety wh{ch provided for iimlted class mobility

s

.of:present-day'reai poverty are the'evoiutionary consequences‘of a sociai,

: A S t _ _
system historically structured on the basis, of ethnic_domination.”

.

The Lower Rio Grande Valley as a "Staging;Area“

.. compiete picture of Iocai poverty dynamucs may. be approached |f the Lower

r

* 'This sectionvrepresents'an attempt‘to place the:question of’regionai
poverty within a more inclusive context. Compared with the rest. of the

United States, a number of unique‘conditions prevali along the border. These

N

. CODdItIOnS render the . anaiysus of pdverty iess amenabie to pureiy economiq

1‘ o

3 -

iatlons in non- border reglons of the u.S. Therefore, we propose that a more :

e

RIO Grande Vaiiey is conceptuaiuzed as a spatial .zone of sngnifncant demo-

~graph|c, socioeconomic, and soclai psychoioglcal transltlon. Consnderatlon

[

'of several maJor patterns of popuiation movement bears greatest anaiytncal

'vaiue in this regard.‘ To the extent that causal llnkéges between migratory ‘

flows appear to be‘empinlcaiiy lmpiiclt,and that the potentnai exnsts for

'successnve partncipatlon in one migratory pattern to another over hlstorlcai

.

tlme, the reg|on will’ be referred to as a l'staglng area.“ -

|

,z.defnnntions which wouidchave greater déscriptive reievance to poverty popu- ;Jj'7”
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// Short of the rathef unllkely event of a masslve lnfusion ,of. direct

H

-transfer payments to’ tHe poor, two broad and interrelated factors at this

tlme prqilude the amelloratuon of objectlve poverty within the - reg(on Fhe

v

flrst problem relates to the particular nature. of the locqg economy wherein'

unemployment and underemployment are rampant, and even full time employment
“»
~- does ‘not portend non= poverty status " As prevnousJygnoted,'the local economy‘. ;V

11s unique in its magnitude of providung low-wage,\non?unionized and often“'

“

-seasonal jobs, and in caputalizing on a minimally skilled and educated laborA

force ’ Recogni tion of the Valley as a staging area on the other hand

!

emphasizes that “the persistence of widespread poverty cannot be unequivocally

.'JVtewed as a sungular and locally generated phenomenon Nhule the reglonal

v

economy does both exploit and’ stimulate selective migratory flows, the

K

prevalence of lTow incomes also must_be evaluated as a.consequence of loca~
tional interface‘between two nations in uneven stages of economi ¢ develop-.

)

ment. The Valley, l|ke most other regions along the . S.-Mexico border, ‘
offers its greatest population segment a mode of material exlstence located
: somewhere toward the mid-point on a lengthy continuum This continuum \is

,<-nstructured at one, pole by an: affluent nation within whiéh‘much of‘its.labor' T

Ky .
1 + ’ LN

supply is over-priced according to compet|t|ve world standards, and at the

B l . F

other pole by a nat|on in which a great share of its people endure severe

.

“destitution and are drastically in need of work
4 v

v An outl|ne of the stag|ng area funct|on of the Valley should |nclude

at, the m|n|mum its: proxumlty to a comparatuvely poor nation, the locatuon
) }

of -an area undergo|ng rap|d economlc development - yet even more pronounced

population growth - |mmed|ately across the internatnonad boundary, and the

fact that the reg|on serves ‘as an |mportant gateway entry and env:ronment

for those in search of work. However, the Valley is not only a recenvnng

- Lot \

A}
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area. Out-mlgratlon also is of major signlficance as the region has possessed

. .

¢

a hhghly llmlted amount of Job opportunltles, particularly those types pro-

’

-vuding stable employment and adequate pay by U S standards An exception—

ally high local birth rate eventuating by. itself in a. large labor surpius, .

; ® »

coupled with on-Joing migration ‘from Mexico, have necesthated large~scale

!

- migration to the north. For many, seasonal involvemént in migrant agricul-

" S

~-ture has served as a fupctional alternative to permanent relocation.

N v

-Five predominateepatterns are overviewed'in‘this analysis V|ew|ng the

‘ 52

reglon as functlonally lntegrated with northern Tamaulipas and\given the' -

53

v

relevance of the “sprlngboard“ fu?ctlon of Mexdcan border cities, the first

pattern entails population movement fnom'the interior to the,northern fron-
. i ) ] . . - . ' Y

- o : o S 8 - P ' '

tier. The second movement'relates'fo employment on the United States side ;.

PR

without UrS.iresidence' this includes several types.of-commuter workers.

. The third movement involves resldential relocation from the Mexican to the
- U. s, side. Seasonal migration out of/the Valley to the north constltutes a
fourth and extremely lmportant pattern.. Flnally, completing the mogillty

patterns to be dlscussed is that of out-mlgration from the region with the
G N\ '

establishment of residence elsewhere in. the state or nation. e

e , L

- , .

Mlgratlon and quan Growth in the Northern Tamaullpas Region .

v

The Mex:%an economy has undergone rapld industrlal growth in the last

l .

two decades Such expansuon, nevertheless, has not kept pace in provudlng'

sufflcuent employment opportunities either for those attemptlng to enter ';
-

the labor market (at over 32 a year, Mexico has the- highest populatlon

X

growth rate in the westerm Hemlsphere) orlﬁq\tthose being dlsplaced from

W N
an agrarlanasector in- process of technlcal and organlzatlonal revolutlon

«

To wlt, the cr:tlcal factors behlnd wldespread Mexlcan migratlon are under-'

_employment and unemployment Between 1950- lSGg,_for example, the average.




Toa L Tl R
.n.number of days wbrked~per year:among farm workers decreased'from 195 to 100.5“.')
_The Mexican population despite significant industrial and urban growth re-
:mains to a. great extent rural - Migration within Mexico thus has been pri-
marily to areas of real and/or perceTVed economic opportunity, namely Mexico

o, . . . KA '.1 -

City and ‘the northern frbntier cities‘ ', ;o .

Recent gnmﬂth in Mi&ican bordertowns has been explosive, between l950—

l970 populatjon along the frontier ‘increased by 158%. While the Valley

L s

.population underwent a slight increase (132) dur|ng th t period, northern

_Tamaulipas reflected expanslve growth with a hlgh rat -of in-migratlon from

'the Mexican interior. The municipios of Matamoros .and Reynbsa grew by 213
'and 1172, respectlve:IE and by 1970 Zl% of the Ma amoros population and 312
‘ of the Reynosa population had originated from as ate o her than Tamaulipas‘F%

<

' IGrowth was particularly extreme moreover, in th ct}ies themselves (repre- )

'sentihg intra niciEio urbanization and natur 1 Jncrease as wéll as in-‘

R R
v

‘ ]
_ migration) ‘as MataMbros increased from approx mately h6 000 to 139 OOO,,ffvs

(+200%) while Reynosa tripled, growing from 3h\090\to 137 000 Such trends

v o ) . ‘,_ .

remain unabated uﬁ to the present as current pdpulation estlmates signlfy

AN
. th@t since 1970. the two CltleS have increased by 672 (Matamoros, 902
. Reynosa,.hBZ)u o ) o o "’; Kl B o | "3\3$&<
Sevéral evehts cleariy stand out in ‘regard to‘stimulating these_demo-’ \“\ﬁg

grqphic changes ,First,~a-series of infr. -,al¥improvements (irri-

a . ¢

ugatron systems, hlghWays, ahd other K&flic wor?- undertaken in the late

1940's brought in thousands of worker -.many%of whom rﬁhainedkafter com~

> . "'3" SRR
it N
pletion of construction In turn, such impgdvements gave”

scale cotton production and the development of support and processing indus-
tries, thereby requlrlng larger labor |nputs and transforming the reglonal

%conomy from ranchlng and subsistence farming |nto a major export'base for




/ C*»' - ( . . '
agrlcultural products. EprO|tataon of energy resources has‘also been

.lmportant, the d|scovery and tappung of natural gas reserves in the Reynosa

' 3

district has by, |tself created over 6, 000 “jobs with PEMEX in that cuty since

5 I

the lSSO's. Settlement in the reg|on was further st|mulated through the

‘

~Bracero Program, whereupon an undetermined but probably s|gn|f|cant amount

(.

of braceros chose to settle along tHe border at the term|nat|on of the pro-
gram-ln the m|d 1960 S. Indeed, Justlfued by government and comﬂérce as a

response to h|gh rates of unemployment (estimated at 40%). in the border

‘cities attributed to the'relocatlon‘of'braceros, industrial manufacturlng

s

has evélved under the ausp|ces of thf Border Industrlallzatlon Program (see

/‘/\

\

pages 12-17). Placement of the h|ghly labor |ntenS|ve operations of these

u. S multl-natlonal corporatlons along the northern front|er, as already

" noted merely represent% the latest stage of exploiting the labor of an ever

groW|ng and moblle reserVOLIJof people desperately in search of work _Al—
though in no way resolvung the orlglnal bracero problem (80%#90% of those

employed in these new, |ndustr|es are young females) the recent ;rollfera-
tlon S; maqulladoras;has had of course great |mpact in creating jobs an

\
ra|s|ng wages At present approx1mately one- half’of manufacturlng employ-

ment’ in northern Tamaulnpas ;s w#th maqulladoras at a ~wage rate of about

56

one- th|rd the U .$¢ na'lmum. More |mportantly, however, it appears that

the expectatlons for employment generated by the locat|on of- these plants

LY
-3

has prgyoked even hngher rates of mlgratlon from the |nter|or dur|ng the

'l970's,,and.only a miniscule portian of these migrants are able td obtaini.

v '

magulladora employment. 57 : - ’ .
Mlgratlon to the Mexican border does carr{?%he‘yotentla for improved

economic statUs, Avavlable data (unfortunately income flgures beyond 1960

’ i
are not to be found) suggest that ‘the bdrder reglon is relatively well-off

e,

V}ﬂ:}

} =
o
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. “ 2 . . ~ h
cOmpared to the. rest of Mexico. Per cépita inCome4§br-the nation in 1960 -
> .
was . $280 but for the border states well beyond twice that figure. As a
\ - o
ruie, incomes tend to, rise ‘with movement north goward ‘the border and are

RN~ ¢

58

. highest' jn those municuEio directly on the border.” However incomes

o .
decline along the border as‘one goes from west to east; average 1960 income

K
~

. was $958 in Tijuana compared to $612 in Reynéaésaqg $401 in Matagoros;
In additlon to higher_ﬁncomes at the border, the generai quaiity'of'life is -

()presumabfy better here than‘that for the nation as a whole. Studies,purport
v 59 \

that housing is.less crowded and of higher quality, health conditions are

e ™

L ' 60 - ' ; ‘ '
more salubrious, o.a greater proportion of the pubiic owns radios and tele-‘

- -

visions{ etc: Th|s does not imply by any means that most resudents generally
1 ‘ . .

share in this relative affluence or that severe |nequal|t|es are not present . \\z

»

on the frontjer. By any standard of évaluation, poverty remains pervasive

!

and;extrene |th|n these citues.

N

Given the general economic disparities between the border and certain

areas of the Mexican |nter|or, however, the border appears to be hﬁld in

“

,speciai'regard amOng many of the interior Mexican poor. The'northern fron-

tner apparently is coming to be considered as an area posseSS|ng great oppor-'

H

tunity wherein one can find work and receive comparativeiy high wages. For
many migrants, though, the’ '"promised land" does not materia ize; jobs are

S

‘too few in nbnber and competition for them is 'vicious. Muc of the migration
‘to. the frontier zone (and also illegal @igration to the U:S.y is intended

to be of only temporary duration; whereupon after eitherfobtaining.eTploy-"?
fment.and meeting immediate economic goals'o> faiiing to find adequate.work,
such migrants return'to their.homes in the interior. On the other hand, it .
. also appears there are many who d6 not share the option of return-migration.

As Fernandez notes, ""]..an increasing number of peasants in the interior

o
A2
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Ly

"

\ . /"

S £ " '
are making the decislon to sell their Hames, their cattle, and whatever_

w N .

other belongings they may have, ln order to migrate to the border area.
They go there expect|ng to find a wonderful job awaiting them. But a very

large percentage are disappointed to discover upon arr|val the true state

~

of affairs.in border‘towns._ The female is fortunate who finds a JOb in a

»

factory; rarely does a male find one. Great. numbers of unemployed peasants
are thus’ stranded in the border towns. -Some return to the interiori Most
do not. They have nothlng~to return to'- all of their possessions’ have been

sold ”62 In light of such condi tions, seeklng employment at any wage on the

v -

northern side of the r|ver usually constntutes the only available alternatuVe.
' Relocatlon on: the border not only. reportedly carries.the h|ghly problem-

atlcal poss|b|l|ty for materlal advancement but also the prospect for |mpor—
B - -
tant soc|al psycholog|cal changes. As-varlous scholars have, pO|nted out,

the U.S.-Mexico border area |s nelther dlstlnctively Latln or. Anglo - but

rather a syncretlzed form of the two, a "border“ culture. Yet while accul-

\

turative processes'operate ln‘both directlons, it is clear that the econom L

\
force and draw of the northern colossus has greatest lnfluence in structurnng
\

this hybrid ‘Monsivdis, for example, bewails the UAmerlcanlzatlon” of the \

frontler . “If the |nfluence of the United States is universal, along the

- .

border it is overwhelming It takes the form of myth of modern product|on
«methods, of the soclal |nV|S|b|l|ty of poverty, of the soc|al|zat|on of

technology “63 Martinez notes the strong tendencues along the northern

\Y]

border toward, “demexlcanlzatlon” and agringamiento, and |ndeed ‘the creation

of '"Chicanos del otro lado” (whom he argues. will. be adaptively superior to

other newcomers should they m|grate to the u.s.. g|ven this period of antici-
patory socnallzatlon).6h Another observer,\Cardenas, purports that ''.

location close to the United States brings exposure to a higher standard of

o
o

[T
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living, gives birth to.;‘§ing expectatlons, motlvates progressive enter-

-~

. prases and suggests opportunatles for personal improvement " 5

{

;' -l

Residence in Mexuco ‘Wbrk ln the Vafley o f - : .t B

& ¢

(- -

. Despite the tendency toward economlc leveling at the border, economic
i disparities obV|ously remain great. In 1969, per caplta income in - the Valley‘
was reported to be around $l 600 whereas in the two major cities of northern
Tamaulipas it was probably less than one’third that figure although much
higher than for Mexico in general . The relatively hlgh Mexican border town
'incomes (i. e., relative to Mexico in general) therefore may be more réﬁlec-.

tive of.proximity to the U.S. with the concomitant participation of Mexican

b
‘residents in the U. S labor force rather than involvement in e_onomic pdf-'_'
sunts within the towns themselves.66 'Graphic economi ¢ improvement is acoord-
ingly a primary function of working on the'U S. side; 0f the totai Mata-’ 1
moros labor force, one study conducted in the mid- l960's dlscerned that
7:5% commuted frequently to work in the Brownsville-Cameron County area.
However, this group earned four‘times the wages‘exSected on the basis of‘its‘
: . ) AR ~
relativensize;‘the commuters'contributed'3OZ of Matamoros wage income.
Reynosa residents working in the Valley accounted.for.an estimated 22% of
that city's total ncome.67 Whule the earnings of these workers would not
raise many of them above the poverty index if they were.to be l|vung several
miles to the north, these earnings by far_surpassed prevailing eeonomlc

" standards for the majority of Mexican -border town;residents. Such incomes

allowed the commuters to live a much more affluent styletof life than their

] FEL

i
.

non-commuting Mexican nieghbors. §(:us we note strong inducements to work .in

the U.é. yet reside in Mexico.

N

In discussing Mexican'residents who work in the Valley, it is important

to distinguish betwéen three general categories: ‘''green carders," U.S.

Y
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/c:tlzens, and illegal aliens. Although technically required to reside in,
i

the u. S |f employed there as they are ”resldent ‘aliens," ”green carder§'
are allowed n} practlog to lnternatuonally commute to work. Withln the
Valley accdrdnng to the INS, approxlmately 3, 400 ''green- carders)l currently
commute on a regular basis.” As shown in Table 8, these figures have>re-
mafned relatively constant (turnoyer is unassessed by the lNS) over the past
deoade althougH'there has”been a.marked_reduction ln'numbers~crosslng at )
‘Hldalgo (ReynosafhcAllen), and the Brownsyflle station now-accounts for over
85% of‘“jreen-card” crossings. Almost half of these workers are employed,ln
local |ndustry, saL\s and service, constructlon, and agruculture account |
in about eoual proport|ons for the remainder., Posse55|ng full legal status
i within the u.s., ‘these workers, unlike lllegal a]iensifdo not labor under
speclflc'wage and job condition dlsadvantabes; i.e., dlSadvantages.not .
generally shared'by’valley laborers. lndeéd; at least in one sector.of the
veconomy - retail‘trade_establishments dolng a hlgh volume.of buslness with
Mexican shoppers - it appears_that “green-cardersﬁ are selectlvely hired
over Mexlcan-Amerucan applucants due pr|mar|ly to the|r supposedly greater_

o
command of “trade' Spanish.

Although current data are not available, U.S. 4c1t|?ens who regularly
commite from northern Tamaulnpaglto the Valley for employment probably are

of sngnlflcant number. INS countS’condUCted dur|ng the 1960's, which then

‘

enumerated ‘those of this category found the citizen ?ommuter-force roughly
. N N . .

f this ratio has re-

l

equivalent in size to that of the '"green-carders.':
mained constant, the legal commuting labor force (‘'green-carders' anddU.S.

citizens) in the Valley-should thus‘approximate 7,000 workers. \(
"No data base, of dobrse, exists ln regard to the number of Mexican resi-
dents employed in the region who either enter surreptloUs]y“or'are in
‘ o L e v
. 45 .
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'\;lolatlon. of INS entry provisions. While the probabilitylof ,ayolding Border j
Patrol detection anduapprehension is much greater north of the Valley due to'
the concentratlon of pollclng efforts.ln ‘border regions, observation implies,
nonetheless, that lllegal alien partlclpatlon is common at least in" jobs |
wlthln ‘the secondary Fabor market Thelr employment appears to be pﬁonouhced
‘ in manual‘labor occupatlons and servlce-orlented busnnesses such as restau-
rants and motels Also testnfynng to thenr probable ub:qunty is. the wide-
"~ spread practlce among households of even modest means of employnng a maid
?\p‘ from "'the other side. " In lnght of the fact that throughout the Valley the
INS enumerated a total of. 54 “green carders" engaged nn domestnc work f N
appears llkely thatnvlrtually this entire labor force commuting dally or, .
in the case 'of ?llve-lns;” weekly'from Mexico is illegally employed. The-
direct }mpact on thellocalvlabor'market is negligible given the marg?%ality
and low remuneratnon ($20 -$35'a week) of this. work. However., -the indirect
. effects may be %ignote as the employment of such workers enables many
A familles; who otherW|se cpuld not afford the cost of conventional'child:care
'and homemaklng servlces, to augment their incomes by allowing,wives to gain
outslde jobs‘-,thus‘rendering the local job market,eyehxmore competitive;
| 'Illegal’ali%n particlpation’in agrlculture~ls also of apparent-slgnlfi?'
cance.- A 1970 study of Valley farm labor market lnstntutnons dnscovered
that most employers preferred ;llegal aliens over both “green carders" and -

’

u.s. cltizens as the former accepted lower pay, harsher worknng conditions,
L . Fy . ‘ . .
. : . P . 68 .
* and were more amenable to $trict management practices and control. = A more

v

recent study limited to ‘the citrus labor market estimated that during certain .

> periods fully one-half of that work force was composed.of'undocumented

’
\ B

that -the harvest‘could not occur wlthput the labor inputs of illegal aliens.

workers. Furthermore;'packing\:;ed personnel interviewed generaIIY'agreed
) " 65
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Since 1974, however, with the passage of an amendment to the Farm Labor

Contractor Registratuon Act levying stlff flnes against labor contractors

" (not growers) found to be-employing |llegal al|ens, utilization of such
} ,

L N

workerS'according‘to local Department'of Labor ‘official's has diminished in'

significant degree.
What is the impact of alien” labor force partucnpatuon (legal and other-

’

wuse) on, the reglonal labor market? _More specuflcally, what |mpact does it

.-
-~

have on‘the-local~Mexican-American-pqor? Unfortunately, little research as
of yet has attempted to address either question (although,studies'are begin-

ning to emerge in other communities). 70 Assessments lnstead generally tend

both to be polemical and to stand on the vested |nterests of those arguing

> .

Some, most usually members of the business communi ty, purport'that the impact

is m|n|mal ‘and favor present or less restrictive border policles.71 'Aside

a
’

o from Justlficatuons based on humanutarlanusm, they a;gue that the alien labor_

]

supply is essent|al for regional economlc viabiluty because aliens hold jobs
: R

"not desired by. U.S. resudents, spend most of thelr money in_the_U.S., and
““help to attractbneeded industries in the area. Likewise, they assert that

extreme pressures would be placed on local housing, public services, and

¥

- schools if ''green-card" employment was contingent upon U.S. residency. Con-
versely, others, favoring'more restrictive policies and stricter enforcement,

argue that the widespread employment of commuters and undocumented workers

I

causes serious problems for many - resudents, particularly the Mexican- -
American poor. Among the problems include: depressed incomes, high rates

‘of unemployment, reduced chances for establishing labor unions, ‘and worker

djsplacement necessitating migrancy.

. The only existing quant|tat|vely or|ented study is ehat conducted

0y

recently by Sm|th and Hewman wthh attempted to - unﬁig the |mpact of alren

-~
i

-
—

v —————
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" labor particip x :‘ ' s.73 Comparing general'wage data from Brownsville

. and Laredo with that from Corpu Christi and'Hoyston, they found evidence of -

4 . -

..depressed labor markets in the border cities which is ascribed to”the pro-
! portionately greater labor force participation of aliens.  But they argue
that the magnitude of the differential is much'less than conventionally

believed. Controlling for type of industry and occupation and other relevant

Job-related vgriables, border city workers earned approxumately 20% less than. |

(

their non-border counterparts. _However, when differences in Y"cost of liylng
were taken into accoUnt, the former reportedly averaged only 8%.less-income.
Alien participation though is generally confnned.to jobs within the secondary
" labor market, and thus their impact should be greater in thlS sector. ThlS
F<potion is corroborated by the finding that among those employed ih typically
-low-wage occupations, border residents earned 13. 52 less than those working
in equivalent JObS to the north The researchers conclude by proposing thatr
these less: than expected differences may be a consequence of aliens taking

jobs unwanted by local residents and/or that “Anglo American and Mexican

~American labor are highly moblle and thus large scale migration may.preyent .
, - -
7h
"

large wage d|spar|t|es _
Regarding border-crossers -in general it appears that'fluidity acros$’
the border is facilitated for many by family relationships spanning the -

boyndary. For example, one study fodnd'that 64% of the.''green-tarders'' and

i

56% ot locally'apprehended illegal éliens had relatives residing on the u.s.
side.75',ln all likelihood'then, temporary residence with such relatives for -
T%L purposes of work or schooling'as well as the obtainment of job‘information
and unde?standings.oi local culture‘and society ag"Lf critica}Lyalue for

border-crossers Attesting even more to the permeability of the border is

a

the fact that most '"green- carders” have at one tlme or another lived |n the
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U.S.% and about one-third %till retain an American mailing address.
~ . - ‘ N - . . . . 0 ‘.j‘

v

S
v /

Resudentual Relocatuon on the’ u.s. Slde
Al though lt is commonly bel.ieved that mlgratlon to the frontler is

largelyvmotivated by the desire to enter the U.S. for purposes of permanent  _
work and settlement, a number .of researchers have pointed out that Mexicans

'I‘ . ! . . ‘ r * o ) b l . )
in the U.S. primarily represent ''economic ‘refugees,'” and for most; the stay
. . - \ . +

o 77

is.only meant to be of short duration. A study of recent”in-mlgrants - < .l

within a Juarez barr|o for example, found that only a small mlnoruty (6%)

chose the U.S..as the most deS|rable place to live. Most entered the U.S.

for economuc opportun|t|es ody; few people (1%) indicated comlng to Juarez

» because of its pToxnmuty to the U.S. Thus, Ugalde concludesI

'...crossung

the border is something sporaducally done, in cases,of dlre necessity and 1 e

-

with the intention of returning to Mexico as soon as possibleﬂ&ga'

o L)
-

Nonetheless,.sugnlfucant movement does transp|re ﬁggm Mexucohto the U S

resultlng in e|ther prolonged or permanent U.S. re5|dence. It appears that

Is

"

the establushed resudence of famrly'members alread
¢ .
add|t|on generally facilitates qualufylng Tor

n the u.s. which in

lresldent alien' étatus coupled

PR Y
with the probabullty of obtainihg employment are |mportant determlnants in

thns process. Also, contemporary research has shown that among those recently -

1 ga|n|ng resudent al|en status, pr|or U.S. residence (|.e., illegal resi- ’ .

fHence) serves, as a competftlve advantage over attempting to enter and reside.

.

in the U S. by first going through bureaucratlc channel; - New resudent

‘aliens who had lived.in the v.s. preVIously were found to be of kower edu- -
77, ' oL _ ! ‘ :
.cational and occupational status than others not reporting prior U.S. resi-’

»~

denceg Employer and-family aid in galnlngtlegalfstatus are suggested as
. ’ . . . ' N . l . l . 4
‘important advantages available to those in the former category. ‘s

Despite thegell-q(nown'll_mir@tions of the U.S. Census in regard to ‘the "

- . .
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. enumeratlon of d&:iZents of Mexican orlgln (e +g., note the obvious dnfflculty

an countlng those enther |llegal or questuonable status), assessment of o

Mexucan mlgratlon resultlng in Valley residence perhaps is best approached

4through census records specifylng the forelﬁn born popUlation (all, except
{ n . '
a very small’ proportuon, are from Mexlco) . We note: (see Table 9) that R

A ]
<

relatlve to the total populatlon the ratlo of reguonal foreugn born has been

'hlgh although decllnlng over ‘time. Thjs downward trend reflects, in great

— _Iv‘

'part, the mortallty of the large group that mfgrated to the regnog\durnng

the second and’ thlrd decades ,of thus century, the time Jn whlch the Valley

experuenced dramatlc*economuc development and populatuon growth In 1950 e
, . over 60,000 or approxumately ZOZ of Cameron and Hldalgo County resudents were

Mexucan born, whereas by 1960 roughly 15% of the populatuon were of such

]
origin. “In 1970, ‘the local forelgn born populatuon constltuted about 12. SZ

of the total (compared’with the state-wude fugure of 2 832) . The two largest o

CltleS, Brownsville and McAllen, contauned foreugn born populatuons of 13.7%

\

and 14.5%, respectlvely. Furthermore, the. ”fore;g_,atock” (forelgn born,

and native born of foreugn or mixed parentage) local population was excep—

[ ’

tnonally high; e.g., over 30% of the Valley populatlon and 46%. of the 1970 -

-
Y.
» -

BrownSV|lle residents fell into this category. \ - .
‘ e .. ' ' . ) ’ ’ ' ' ’ . —
* . . o
Recent observations made jn regard to Valley school systems show that
‘o mlgration\to'the g{ﬁaibﬁs significantly Fnc{;a§ed"in the‘past;several years. -

Throughout the Valley; approxlmatelyllozgof the student population'is'now |

ol*resldent alien Status.' Over the past five years; Brownsville schools

have addeq about 1, OOO’new Mexican students per year whereas before that

time !ess than one-thurd of*such students annually entered the system. Thuse
)

"we |nfer that the recent explosuon in Valley populatl@p, to a great but - »

undetermlned extent, reflects a stepped-‘up rate5 f Mexican ln-mlgratlon .
' : ¥

A

e
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I't would appear: that the foreignjborn are generally in the worst eco-
nomic position relative to.other local“*esidents. .The foreign'born seem to .

be concentrated |n the lowest occupatuonal categor|eS° for |ns§ance, a 1970

v

survey of Hidalgo County fdrm worker households found that Q3Z of famuly

80
heads were Mexican born. - Resldentual locatuon also appears to reflect

.

dlfferences in national orlgln. An extens|ve 1977 household survey conduci;;/ 0

in the. def|ned low-lncome barr|os of Brownsville. discerned that of those

'husbahds ana’wuves reportlng place of burth QSZ had been born in Mexico. 8

On' the other hand |nspection of 1970 census tract data for Brownsvslle (wuth

~

recogn|t|on of the poss|b|llty of commi ting the ecological fallacy) does not,

clearly support1the lnnk between place of birth and econom|c p05|t|on. Theh

o

-”poorest sus tract does have/;hé h|ghest ratlo of foreugn born, but for

. the other nine tracts there appears~to be little correlation between'poverty_
NS -ron betw

nd’ nat|onal or|g|n " A much stronger rank-order relatidn is exhibited

verty incidence'and proportion of "foreign stock." State-wide -

status

. 'between

¢

data, conversely, show the foreugn béﬁ:\heXIcan'Amerucan population to be in -
- . 5 \

the léwest income posutuon whule first generation nat|ves are of Rugher rank ST

: S | , . g
than subsequent generatJons. o o : S
/‘ + . - A . -
&A .+ “Reactions to~pgverty\condltions may crucially differ among those

recently immlgratingﬁfrom.Mexlco to the Valley as compared to those who have

0 -

,' res|ded here over a longer perlod of tume Though the |mm|grant may be —_—

' (o ..
earn|ng exceptlonally Tow wages - wages far below the poverty level, this is

not to say that he will in fact necessar|ly feel subjectively deprlved "

Perceptlons about economlc p05|tlon may largely be cond|t|oned by the socio-
- TN
cultdcal frame of reference employed for comparuson and the ‘conditions to -

. 4
, v L. .

which one has become accustomed. in’ many cases,.lmmlgrants use the quality

'
©

of llfe standards preva|l|ng in the|r Mexlcan commun|t|es of or|g|n rather
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fhan_those held by other Valley‘residentsﬂ One researcher comparingfforeign
born and:native bérn Me*ican Americans of low economic.status-fOund'that thez.

“ N oy . o
- former uere significantly more positive:about'current living conditions, ‘more
optimistic’about the_futﬁre,.and less negative toward.AnglOS“than'uere th§;>
. 83 ) . : ;

'~latter.’ Stoddard notes that: "...Mexican~immigrants who'compare their

American situation with” that recentlyéleft in"Mexico felt a positive reaction*

P

. o

L _t0'slum tenemenit 1ife where|n running wate%, flush toalets, ‘and electr|c|ty

were ava|lable albeit substandard to other u. S housung...\ For the 5nitial
. pd o

ks

_generat?on of immigrants, America mlght be viewed as an opportunuty to -

pursue the “Amerucan'DreanF of upward mobulity'and success.' As ' compared wnth
‘their immediate past, American poverty_Becomes relatiVe'affluence."ah - This

is clearly not to»say that such’perceptions Willihe.adopted by the children

of‘ummigrants, or W|ll even be retained by such immugrants over t|me with
“ greater exposure‘to and understanding of American socvety lndeed, exper-

ience has shown that frustration and alienation constitute important collec-

\ . v N

t|ve responses to continued poverty status among subsbquent generatuons as

" .

. .

their evaluat|ve frame of reference becomes adjusted to def|n|t|ons of well-

being prevailing in U.S. society. _ 4 < . 4!

. . o ' .
. Valley Out-Mugratnon° A Comment on General Causes
£ a -
Out-migratlon from the region, whether it be seasonal as in the case of

most’agrjcultural workers or that type resulting in residential’ relocatuon

in places removed from~the Valley, is generally a. d|rect consequence of
A ' ) .
employment-related factors. In sayung th|s, we are not d|sm|ssing non-

~'économic'reasons (such as the desure for advenfure or the desire to’ escape

perceived negatuve social condutlons) that may be of relevance in a-few
. ’ \ . " BN
cases. Héaever, our basuc assumptlon is that characterlstlcs of ‘the reglona1
4 " .
‘economy as lnfluenced by demographic pressures play the fundamental role in.

Y ) i . —-

v ~

.l . . . » Lo .
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stimulating Population flows to the:north - ' i “ |
. . S
Out m|grat|on must be vuewed as a functional response’ to a constellation -

o w ‘~

of economic 1imitations that includes (a) an lnsufflcient number of JObS inf

‘ i
general (b) a restricted number of hlgher-status jobs that would provide for .

2

economi ¢ mob|l|ty:/xc).the seasonaL nature of ‘many jobs in “the agrlcultural
' . * P S w \/

sector,'and (d) an employment structure which reflects comparagively depressed

wage-scales;'kThes limitations have been descrlbed in thls paper, and thus

]

. w|ll not be d|scussed in further detail except in terms of their relat|on to
. . ¥

At

“!. . & By )
out-migratlon spec|f|cs._ o R
ln'combihation with various generic problems “such as'locational disad-
’ . o . A_" o ._ ’ &~ .
*  vantages and high transportation costswhlchhistorically have hindered Valley

|ndustr|al development and d|ver51f|cat|on, the structural problems alluded

to above are exacerbated by a large surplus labor supply This abundant

T labor reserve emanate§ from two phenJmena - Mexlcan labor force part|c|pat|on,
as duscussed and a h|gh local fertlllty‘;ate. e‘h l|eu of flrmer evidence,
the assessed |mpact of Mextcan workers |n the Valley |s largely conJectural' P

;’at this time. " “Green card“ workers occupy no more than 3, 500 JObS in the

region, and it is unknown to. what extent these jobs would go unf|lled (or be :

filled: at what wages) Jn the absence of. such workers. A S|m|lar case m|ght

i

be argued in regard/to the.labor force participation f the unknown numbers ’

of illegal aliens: Legally admltted |mmlgrants constutute a xhird source ;

.

of pressure/faga§n of unmeasured magn|tude) on the local labor market v i
of clearer |mpact, however, has been the h]storicalgpresence of a large-

‘1 : - '

youth population. This. populat|on is a’ prumary consequence of. a hlgh local

] N . o

rate of natural increase (ln 1970 xhe b|rtg rate was over 30 per 1,000,

/.

s ? ¥ .
roughly 175% of the natiortg l rate), and secondar;ly a. consequence of Mexlcan‘f'-

family immigration.‘ The perennlal |mpact on the labor market by th|s.

3
.

.....




' population cqpstantly undgrgoing replennshment has been Aicentﬂy estnmated

X IR . <
. . . - . k,

¢

through 2 demographlcganalysis of age cohorts 86' Examlnlng replacement

’~

ratios for maLes of worklng age, Bradshaw found that in- 1960 there were over

'3250 ﬂoung males potentlally attemptlng to enter Hldalgo and Cameron County

Job markets for every 100 jobs that were belng vacated due to either ret|re—','

ment or death (see Table lO) By 1970 the outlook was even more bleak
lalthough the rate in Cameron County remalned constant over 280 potentlal
lentrants were avallable |n Hldalgo County to fill 100 jobs.. ‘The. severlty of
thls phenomenon is: further underl|ned when we, recall that between 1960 197014
there was an actual net decrease in the number of manufacturlng JObS wlth-

in the two countles' “Thus, replacement ratlos were |n real|ty even more

' \

! extceme than those noted above Replacement ratlos strlklngly dlffered be- o

&ween Hexncan Americans and‘Anglo Amerlcans, of course reflectlng dlfferen—.

tlal b|rth and |n-m|grat|on rates For example, |n $970 forvevery;loo jobs:

- being va;ated by‘Anglos, Anglo males'entering the labor market numbered 100

'and'th in Cameron and Hidalgo counties. ~Conversely, about 360 young
J

o,

Mexlcan-Amerlcan males . potentially competed for every 100 posltlons prevn— ."

»ously held by older Mexican Amerlcans! These statlstlcs aj%ne clearly

- necessnty for many Valley resldents ih the face of sucb demograph|c7pre sures.

: Seasonal Migration'From the Valley"

/-

suggest that perpetual out\mlgratnon is a wndespread and |mportant fun tlonal'
7 )

Al

. . . . .

’.’
The fourth major movement consists of those who seasqnally migrate dut

of the reglon .to work elsewhere, generally leavnng the Valley durlng the

‘- v

sprlng to return in the fall. ‘The mlgrant population ‘consti tutes approxl-

mately one-fourth of the Valley total i.e., somewhere between lOO 000 to ~
-120, 000 workers and famlly members (cxact numbvrs vary accordlng to th.

deflnntlon of “mlgrant” employed and theaaﬂency performlng the enumeratlon)

" ) - - . I -
A AN . . . v
. AP . . . . . ‘

-~
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These figures account for about one~third of all. Texas migrants, and about

one-tenth of the u.s. mlgrant ﬁarm population. o f“)'

1\Mlgrants generally faorm a poveriy,class gpverned”by"aicruel'dilemma."mm

N _— . ’ éﬁ:;?‘ . i
They may be viewed as a_Jroup which is attempting to rea compromise be-

‘) tween harsh economic realities and highly meaningful socibcultural prefer-
- ences.87 During the summer, “the local job supply decreases in sizé this

v . . N

7

- s partiq,larly dramatlc in agriculture as few summer crops are labor inten-

b4 "’

. slve, nor is’ there much activity in }ﬁcal fruit and vegetable proceSSIng h

plants. For many residents there is'simply no work avallable ‘at this'time: (3‘

A

In addition, the ektent and amoynt /of avatlable welfare beneflts in Texas

are very restrict|ve ‘in compariso to national standards ~ So thls Source of
. ' ’ \

support is, not an attract|ve.option. Subsustence thus requlres ng?thern

o ’ _ R /
mugratuon. Eﬁrthermore, dlscussuo : with migrants lﬁdicate-@hat steady work

¥
"is frequently not found n the Val during winter months - therefore fur-

ther |ntens|fy|ng the need to mugrate come spring. On the other handd/cer--

v

tain features of or wi in ‘the. Valley prOVIde strongflncentlves for many
- x. J ‘
mllltarlnguagalnst nent out mlgration to. areas offering better employ—_ Rl

2 .
ment prospects A mlld winter cllmate a lower cost of living, the lodal ‘&%

“predomlnance of the Spanish language }proximity to MExlco, and cultural and - - ,

|

)-o“-

)J
fam|ly afflduatlons are some of the more obvious and lmportant impedlments
’w . s

'%. to.relocatlon. Likewise, tproperty'ownership also appears,to bé sngnlftcant

as ab%ut three-fourths of all migrants .oWn the|r homes 8 Cov

Mlgrancy is & s/t_a/tus\generally endemlc to the occupatlon ‘f *f/arm woﬁker o
in the reguon. Recent surveys have found that ‘over 80% of loeal agrucultural
laborers are also |nvolved |h the mrgnant\stxegm (an undetermlned number of

d mlgrants in addltion do not work in reglonal agrlculture}b Whlle the wel I~

known effects of seasonal mlgratuon are often deleterlous to educatronal S_

.

. - , e~
o - JU
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- ) . { -
achlievement, hea]th, and family organization,.mlgrants tend to be economi-

K [ ) .
\\cally better-off than non-migrating farm workers.- Also migrant household

"
-

heads generally tend to be better educated and much younger than their non- - = -

' mlgrating counterpartsr
| The}lnducements to migrate are'clear. aFlrst, mIgration as noted
entails a longer work perlod per year. - Farm workers Lﬂ general (mngrants
and/non mlgrants) were employed a 1973 medlan of onlg 24 weeks More than

90

half of these weeks were worked qﬂt of the Valley. Another study found ¥

t/pt over 70% of farm ‘workers” performedymost of thelr work away from the
-Valley.-9~l Secondly, migration affords the avaulabllnty of farm work at a
higher rate of pay Although 1973~average hourly farm wage rates were
‘ variable for states of hlgh Mexucan-American mn\rant partucipation [e.q.
Michngan, $l 30-$3. 06,0Calnf rnia, +5$2. O¢ Florida (cutrus), $3. SO], ‘they
. were far super|or to the estim ed Valley rate of $1.60 per hour. Thus,
 mean earnings were much higher out of the- region; whereas Valley farm work
averaged $55 a ‘week per household head, non- Valley farm work averaged 584, 9?
Finally, as peak mlgrant harvest‘requurements occur during the summer,#
_ mgnths when migrant students are not in school,ymigrancy allows,familiesuto
;3'~supplement:tota1 household‘jncome through t work-force parti ipation of
' . - - o - . 2 '

their. youngsters. As yearly family subsistence often demarids such economic

-. L * ’ N . l:’,? - " . [ .
inputs (and as farm workers have not geéﬁ onered by Social Security®pro- -
. . . ;

: - - s : o
£ isions) this phenomenon'is ln‘the U.S oné rather uncommon example of. -9
t e economlc functronality of large famnlles L

Paradoxncally,_mlgrancy - a dlrect consequence of the absence of

.

suffucient work wlthln the reglon - has apparently rendered the remaining

»

)

r

' Vallg§>agr|cultural work as_an tncreasongly unattractlve subsustence alter-

natlve for local farm workers Low pay, poor job COﬂdlthﬂS, and highly-

- . /
<

)
&p)
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sporadic employment, all historically persistent features of. Valley agri-
culture,'seem even more unpalatable to those who have recently returned °’
from other states wherein farm work tends toward more enlightened management

and prbvides better conditions and pay As one student of the local situa-

- tion has stated ”As a direct result of many of these personnel policies,

_ farmers experience a very low rate of productivity from many of the workers
3 5 L : S "

in the Valley. The migrants‘compare”ho% they are treated out of the Valley
with‘Valley prattices..."Generally,uthe-average worker believes he is heing
- t = - “ * . R

exploited by !alley employers due to the low pay and poor working condi-

tions.','93 That over 40% of Hidalgo Coynty farm-worker household heads are

-qf Mexican birth would'imply somewhat of a generational'turnover with,off-;h

prnng movung out of fdarm work to other types of employment and/or moving to
other reg|ons in the U.S.. In add|t|on, we suggest that due in part to thns
expanded quallty of llfe frame o} reference afforded by m|grancy (ln ‘combina-

tion w;th the lack of hlgher pay|ng and less demeanlng jobs in the region), :

former mngrant agrlcultural laborers are lncrea51ngly partICIpéting in the.,l.

fifth and final major‘Stagipg area moVement.
»0

The extent of non- seasonal out migration and its possnble |mpact on the

local poverty situation are rather difficult to |nfer by a snmple perusal of.

census data alone Between 1960 1970 there was a slight decrea‘f2(3 82)

reg|onal populatloh, and in add|t|on, an except|onally h|gh net m|grat|on

‘deficit of roughly 30% the populatlon total. Nhlle the Mexucan-Amerlcan-H

populat|on as an aggregate grew by 9 SZﬂ the Anglo- Amerlcan populattOn
decl|ned by 35% Such data apparently would desngnate the Valley as an

1
im ortant staging area for oot m|grat|on -but one prlmarlly for those of

1
L

non-poverty statos -'that_ns, Anglo Amerlcans. Though~show:ng relatlve :
r
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constancy«for the Mexican-@merican population, nonetheless, such flgures do
not reveal composltlonal changes within th|s group\Féflecting ln—mlgratlon
(lnternational and lntranaé}onal) and out-migratlon dynamlcs.

Further referrung to the work of Bradshaw however, this problem tends_
_toward empirical clarification.9h Indeed; among - that portion of the Mexican
American populatlon most vulnerable to labor force entry problems (young

» adults), actual out- migratlon has been extreme. Examining speciflied census
data on all regional: males who had come of labor force age (20- 29Qbhetween |
1960 197Qi Bradshaw fournd that th|s group experienged a net out-migratlon
rate of approxlmately 502 in Cameron County and Log in Hldalgo County, i, e.,
of all local males who came of labor force age durnng this decade, about 45%
were not res|d|ng in the _two county area by 1970 (see Table ll) Analyzed by

- \/,/‘ .
ethn|c|ty, rates were hlgh for Anglo AéerlcanS°but even higher’ among Mexncan

a1
Americans. This age cohort of Mexlcan-Amerlcan men during’. the decade under- _

\kiiwent an est|mated net decllne of 11,300 - approxumately.SZ% and 452 T Cameron ’

.

* v

' and Hldalgo countleslfrespectlvely. These data take on “added s|gn|f|cance

relative to. the scale of Mexlcan-Amerlcan out-mlgratlon when we note that
o

they only represent net m|grat|on. In- m|grat|on from Mexico and elsewhere .

v

among this cohort is not cbrrently amenable to analysns, and . thus, actual

" out- m|grat|on was undoubtedly of even greater magn|tude!
Other research findings, in add|t|on, suggest several saltent trends

regarding out-migration patterns. Flrst, desp|te the surprlsungly common

P

- myth purporting that Mexican Americans wlll not‘settle out of the region,

. Mexican-American youth are generally cdgnIZant of the dismal'local employ-
- ~ ‘ |

ment S|tuat|on and view out-mlgratlon as .a basic requusnte for economic

mobility. A regional survey, for example, found such youth not only posutlve

toward'out—mlgratlon but indeed futly one—half Jndrcated»that‘wlthrn five

‘9
.

. . . :8 - ' : N
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years they would be llvlng outside of the Valley 35 Secondly, actual move- ',
ment of long distance is pronounced The sp?ead of former agrlcultural
migfants over the cltles of Callfornla and the Mldwest i's well ~known . ,“A
fd::worker survey dlscovered{thatfover three;fourths of the respondents

had elther slblings or children who had.permanently mlgrated out of the |
region - wlth mos t golng out of the state. Alth@ugh other areas ‘in Texas\

ranked second lnrfggiyency of destlnatlon ‘at 22% Callfornla (27%) was the

most favored point of relocatlon - followed by Illinois (12%) Michigan (10%),

v

“and 0hlo (8%) 96 Discussuons with many local Mexican Amerlcans also reveal

3

numerous close relatlves, who although not agrlcultural mlgrants had moved

to other clties ln the ‘state; Houston seems to be a partlcularly strong/Z
i

fmagnet for many prev1ous Valley-resudents frnally, new destlnatuons have

’ -

[
emeng\d in recent years. ‘The lndustrlallznng cities of the Southeast appear

. to be attracting growlng numbers of Mexlcan Amerlcans Perhaps the most

(. -

noteworthy trend however, is the movement generally concentrated toward

: \
'central Florida.. In 1969,‘Mexlcan Americans composed around 5% of the winter-

(

,time'Florida citrus labor force. Yet by 1974, due to : a more ratlonallzed set
. of ‘'management procedures and to increasing cltrus nndustry wage dlfferen-"

‘tlals, Texas . Mexncan Amerlcans (mos t frOm the Valley) reportedly accounted

\

97 T

for about one half of that labor force. e

Implications of Stag|ng Area Dynamlcs for Regional Poverty J

We maintain that |f the question of local poverty and its potentlal for

1

amel|orat;on is to be serlously addressed,_the spec|al‘cond|t|ons that pre-

i

“vail inthis U.S.-Mexico border region, which in.effect define the region as

a stag|ng -area, must be recognlzed and further analyzed vThe outline develn

oped in this section represents an initial attempt to speclfy some of the

b

parameters “of locally-relevant mlgiatory flows and the forces stimulatlng'

C, g :9 ., .‘ ... .. . . .
. [ 4 . ‘ B N
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such movemepts. | f the‘general validity of the staging area functlon'ls

accepted we must then ask what{'lrect ramifications this funct|on has on
v

the questlon of objective or real poverty withln “the reg|on..r | o ;' # -

///// The first impllcatlon s self-evldent ln llght of our synthesls vreal

»

poverty, according to U.S. standards, wlll remain as a slgnlf%cant soclal E

r

characterlstic of the region into the forseeable future. Valley poverty is

to some extent a consequence of condltlons ln Mexico wh|ch have stimulated

mlgratory flows to the border reglon (Despute the recent dlscovery of\onor-

' mous oLJ reserves in Mexico, |t is questjonable that pbsslble developmental

t . .

programs which might accrue from thls would have great lnfluence in diminush*

r ‘e -

ing these populatuon flows. ) The. permeablllty of the border relat|ve to human
!

mlgratuon deflné;‘the specual character of the- Valley whereby an economlc

’

system could be constructed that explolts such flows. The persustence of an -

economy w|thln the Valley structured on/minlmum wage employment- even at

jxfull-employment, will 'in no way provude for aggregate_mgbllity -out oféreal

poverty for the present- day poor. The sheer volume of demographuc pressuref

generated through;in-migration and high ‘rates of natural increase, will
. H
continually re|nforce job competltlon and depreSs wage rates. Out mlgratuon
I

w|ll contlnue tofseﬁve as’an- adapt|ve check keeping the. extent of real

‘—\\/“:_' -q\r'., PR
poverty far lower than would otherwlsehgi the case. .
Y : Sk

"+ Just as real poverty - is- contanually be|ng generated in the neglon

0y

through demographlc factors interactung with certain cﬁaracterustlcs of the,\

local economy, SO too may the region be exportlng realgpoverty to other areas

1 v

of the. U.S. in thrms of out-mlgratlon flows G|ven the currently poor state

a
-

of‘region;l/sc ool systems, “job. tra|n|ng programs, and level of educatuonal
i

attainmen : t ls l|kely that many out mugrants lack the necessary educatlonal

credentials and JOb skulls essentlal for successful economlc lntegratuon into -
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new home communlties.w An economically marginal life-style ln Hous ton" t:f%

. Chlcago or Detroit produced by inadequate. formal tra\nlng may - |n_fact be .-

lnfinltelyuless tolerable than even a Valley poverty\ﬁcustence - one softened
vby close‘family tles,and cultural roots. -

. On the other hand mlgratwon theory anﬂhresearch relate that those

. | ] '
,movlng from one. reglon to another generally tenﬁ to occupy |ntermed|ate’:fo

nonfc and educational séatus between the general populat|on left behind and
“those already'at the new destination. If this holdsrtfue fgr mqny of those
,permanently‘relocating'but:of the Valley, and.we stronélyjsespbct that it

does, the implication is clear. The reglon may be undergoing the loss of

some’ of its.most potentlally capable people -This population (better-edu—‘

: cated and skllled, and possubly more motlvated than the medlan) would play a
N

key role in reg|onal development |f only relevant 0pportun|t|es were avafl-

_able. - Not only potentlal talent is thus dra|ned - SO too are the local tax
dollars |nvested in thelr eHucatlon and upkeep .- ‘.f. . ;_ ' .
The staglng area concept also helps to explaln why there has been (ela-

t|vely l|ttle polltlcal or soc|al act|on moblllzatlon among the poor. The
local poor form the largest class constntue\cy |n almost every c|ty and town
'\n the reglon. At a theoret|cal level at least, the|r |nterests could f|nd a
'degree of art|culat|on with local pol|t|cal structures |f coherently orga-
n|zed and pressed. In*reallty, deSplte numerous organizing attempts in- the
recent past in a varlety of areas |nclud|ng farm labor, colonla |mprovements,. o
;-and health-care servuces, organlzatlonal efforts have been minimally supporti
| -ed'and unmeasurable'in:fenns,of impact. bHav1ng'no on- go|ng l|nkages W|th
'local mlddle and h|gher ievel |nterests (W|th the p055|ble except|on of the o
Catholic D|ocese) poor peoples' organlzatlons lack meanlngful coal|t|ons
§ necessary for issue success. ~Although candldates for polntlcal offlce at C

2
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every level of government armed witﬁ”brOmises frequently make forays into

the low-income barrios dur|ng campaigns, much of the typically “low turn- out Q-"
vote at election‘tjme is_ governed through a multi*level-gatron system based
' YT X E - o - : N
. on personal ties,VoBTigéiions,;and deference rather than collective ideo-
* logies. v
R 1y 1 i . ‘ E
| In reaction to the above critical passage, the staging area cohcept, VJ

- L -
. -

however, suggests that the poor as a pogulation tend to be compositiona ly ;

.-

= complex., Under ‘the generic label of “poverty population,“ we find a num er /

s of sub-groupnngs each with different and possibly oppOsing real and per- :"Lw .

-

eived categorical interests. Substanﬂ"ve concerns (lssues related to the

, allocation pf public goods and servnces) tend :to be cross-cut by a ranﬁf of —~
L4 J \' ’
‘“quality of life“ perspectnv (3 as prevnously noted Orlentations and acti-
g , vnties relat|ve ° olitical action and electoral~participat|on tend to be .

condltidhed bJ l_ghl status, nationality affilnation, as well as "quality of

life“ perspectives. Intra group prejudices," animpsities, and rivalries

reflect differentiated claims ond allocaged resources (jobs, housing, dat|ng o,

N

and marrlage partners, prestige, etc.) being ordez;a)on legal status, reeency

'of}lmmigration, and such other meaningful dimensions. - Additionally,'issues

regarding ethnic d|str|butive Justuce,_which might serve as. an organlzatlonal
catalyst in unnfylng la raza, tend to be- deflected by the lack of focused
Jaclal oppression represented in authoritatnve flgure5° i.e., Mexncan -Ameri-

can’ polltlcal off|c|als, pollce off|cers, agency bureaucrats, etc., are

common throughout the reglon. Then. too, with reference to only mngratory

dynamics, the develppment of cohesuve groups and serious commi

1

social change ‘within the reglonjns minimized by the often.tempor

nts.toward
N
y or
seasonal nature of local residence.

Finally, recent experience impliesEtgat_economic}development'strategies:

)
G
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premised on” the relocation of light industriesrmay do llttle to alter the
:general contours of- real povertyVW|th|n the reglon *Al;hough jobs are w»
created the minimum wage is the normal rate of return. Such wages may
'const|tute an |mproved source of family income. However; if unless‘at least

more than oﬂg'famlly member is so employed the minimum wage by |tself will

not bring the famlly above the poverty threshold Newly created jobs on “the

rican_side~have probably also reduced the. rate of out-mugrat\bn among

youth and famjlies of real poverty status Add|t|onally,bas noted plant

L relocaaioms on the Mexucan and American S|des may exacerbate the magn i tude

Ed L e

of real poverty by stimﬁlating ;conomlcally’ex;eSSEVe populatuon flows from
4

‘the Hexlcan‘lnterlopx’/// U , . : N
| - : ER

Conclusions _ o . ‘ C
oo T ¢ S ‘
dn summary, this analysls 'of poVerty |n the Lower R|o Grande &plley of
Teﬁas is deVeloped on the basis of a mult|d|mens|onal approach, lncludlng

asseSSment of . the region and population in dynamic and longltudlnal terms
€ .reg O /nam

rather than'as static entities. Poverty in the Valley we find to be most '~ _

u

obv1ously and defln|tely a slgnnflcant real phenomen0n Poverty, ln“addi-
“tion, is d|sproport|onately concentrated wnth:n one ‘of the maJor reglonal
ethnic groups. 'HistOrlcal documentation.supports-the argument.that_the h|gh
ratao of poverty among Mexucan Amerlcans tends to be in part a. consequence
of Anglo Amerlcan econom|c and pol|t|cal domlnatuon., Thus we purport that
local poverty is to an extent aJregulated phenomenon :‘The\regnon is finally

vuewed wnthln the context of a stag|ng area for several maJor populatnons
s . F

In l|ght of the varying patterns of gkograph al movement occUpatlonal entry

and economic attalnment, and soclocultural |dent}f|cat|on;.we'hypotheslze

."f’ .

that local poverty shpuld'aléo be approached as a.phenomenon amended for
;'. o '(s . \ . . L.

B

[
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sofle by a relative component. Such an assessment does not dismiss the ex-

.

reme relevance of economic definidions of poverty, - but we submit that
'd scription on the’ basis of economic criteria alone oversimplifies the

oompiex forces infiuencing the experiences of many poor people.

Poverty measured in real terms means that/the region ranks at the bottom

PR

in regard to almost every indicator of socioeconomic well- being. Family and

>

.+

“ per capitak;ncomes/are the iowest 1n the nation. Furthermore, such*incomes

, signify that most resudents will have access to few of _the resources eygbntiai

to enab'te either themselves or their childfén to be economicaily competitive.

,a -

Labor farce figures stress both the high unempioyment/rate as well as the

-Eubstantial %ubemﬁf/yment rate. Regional laborﬁheeds have not kept pace

- With population rncreases even though there has been significant industrial
diversification and growth in recenk’?ears. Additionally, levels of educa-

tional attainment for most appear to be insufficient, particularly fn‘our
.credential-consciOuséeconomy, to gain entry into jobs providing tenure and i.
wages beyondfgoverty subsistence. Many of these with higher levels of eduf
’ cation and training move from the area: leaving a suzeable minority who are
L4 . ’
often unable_to‘find employmentir Housing, particuiarly‘in colonias, consti=

tutes a critical_regional problem. Health status,.which‘is a'SOIid indi-‘

-~

cator of quality of iife, remains very poor as seen in the data presented
Health services for the majority of poor peopie tend to be - inadequate, and

'private phySICIanS are usualiy ohiy consulted during times of extreme and

. . -
-obv\ous crisis . . - ' R o,

-1

o

Historicai antecedents of regionai ethni stratification demonstrate'
regulated poverty . An agriculturally based economy with a large source ofb

surpius labor has né’ t both limited Job mobiiity as well as low wages and

' poor working conditions. Poor upon migrating to the u.s« and remaining

L , Q

i
o
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“relatively“‘poor in -the Valley, MexicanS‘and Mexican Amerlcans have served -

) 4,

) as. the labor base for developing and worklng “the land Hlstorlehlly, few e

v ..
&
moblllty channels haVe been open to Mexlcan Amerlcans in Valley communl- p

e

t|es, outr|ght d|$cr|m|nat|on has been common in schools, jobs, and the .
-courts. An open border pollcy and laterwa government aamlnustered work-

(foree (braceros), -in’ addltron, have kept: wages low and Jobsytenuous. Al though -
a'small Mexlcan?American middlelclass has emerged since'Werﬂfwar ll; mosto

.‘Mexloan AmerlCans‘form,a povertyrstrlcken underclassr ”Fhus;ﬂa;typlcalz* s .
_three-tiered classﬁstructure has failed to materialize wlthin thellocalﬂl

Mexican-American community:
” = : : . . ) . A
f the region is conceptualized as a staging area, Valley, society may

B

°

be envisioned as generating real poverty as .well as exporting poverty to .
other areas of the state and nation. ' Recent industrial deveélopment provides
an expanding labor force with minimum wage employment below federal poverty'

gu|del|nes, and a correspondﬂ g Mexlcan labor force with subsistence level

N .
sncomes. S|multaneously, this development has resulted in explosuve popula—v

tion growth An |nadequate demand for skilled and profes510nal JObS has

c»eventuated in a drain of local talent to northern reas offering such jobs,

LI
3

higher wages, and better worklng conditiOns..'Compositionally complekg'the

povertyfpopulatuon has . not formed organlzatlons for the purpose of solvnng \

’ .h;

problems related to real poverty but contlnues to be manlpulated thrduqh

Eatron structures. Potentlal poverty leaders have yet to f|nd a formula o

.~

wh|ch mlght serve to coalesce the d|verse |nterests represented am0ng thet‘%mr
poor'_. . . . A 4 i " o ‘ f.Y_ ) .l‘:?;.;
tn conclusion, the Lower Rio Grande Valley' of South Texas is ar s
1= - . . i
guashed from other reglons By .its extreme poverty ThIS paper represents gn ?;f
%ﬁrﬂﬂ
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V_data regardihg iocal conditions.‘ The lack of basnc descriptive data on the-
.»t‘

L

“poor as well as Ehe questionable qua"tY and relevance of ‘some exlsting data o

skverely circumscnlbe the number and nature of probiem-related generaiiza-

2 . ‘. »
tions. . Future kesearch on the -region should ﬁpcus. we belleve on a con-

! o

,tlnuing effort to collectclmpirlcal data within the Fﬁnceptual framework

suggested A\phenomenological approach to the studg of differing perceptlons

of quality of life among low-income Mexican Americans would. contribute much
. [

d "to .an understanding of VaiTey poverty The Lnterdépenden!% of job moblilty,

soclal-moblllty, and patterns-of migration in arpoverty economy simiiariy
‘ AT

'reguires further research efforts,: New ameliorative approaches to Valiey

poverty mus t eventuaiiy be formulatéd which take into account the speclai

’characteristlcs of the region and_its*People; . ; . .-“
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N : ' Table 2

. ‘ boa
. S ~ Median Family Income, 1960-1970. .
L e X

k4

1970

L
s

Median % of U.S. Median

United States  $5,660 100.0
’ € ‘\

86.2

o—

Texas - \\il_l 880

56.8 - o
’ —

'49.1

Cameron County  §$3,216

Hidalgo Cou%ty . $2,780

\ . J

‘Median
$9,590

$8,490 -

£ $5,068

3 of. U.s. Median

100.0 -
‘88.5

- " 52.8

$4,776 +

Source: U.S. Census, jj o
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v ,,.. L Table b ,”.

- Selected Poverty Indicators for Persons and Families (14 years and over, 1970)

| ‘Lower Rio Grande *- CamerOn. - Hidalgo .
Valley~ - - County _'xCountz R

I | ST B u ‘
Income Less Than Poverty Level T T P R
Total Persons . - 182 #0988
_ Percent of all Persons . 86 . kO k9.8
. fanilies ¥ Coon o e 15,995
o r'(Perceptof all Famiifes S T 38.5 42,0
Fanilies With Fenale Head . 631 7 28 3258
'Povertf and,”Ngar~EOVerty“ LéveL‘Incomeq#
Total Persons .. a0 T W - 9%
~Percent of ajI;Persons | - 8.1 R ERERE N VA X
percent of alf Famities ., T 505 UE TS 5h.8
. Families With Female Head N 7,267 .35 3,700 31

32,338 or 16.6% are "near poverty" level (deffnitioni incomes 253 above poverty level).

Source: Lower Rio Grande Valley Ancillary Ménboger Planning Beard: Comprehensive Mandbwér Plan
(McAllen: Lower Rio Grande Valley Development Council, 1974).
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4 Table 5 , '
| - I
'u’;fﬂ g ™ 3 vaerty Status of Fani lies byLRacraI and Eﬂhnlc Group (1970) N
" v V A l '%‘w\; ‘V’ ! | | . o ) | ) | . ' (/'\ e .
© v e ClowrRiobrands  Caeron Hidalgp  Willacy

‘pf:ra;%_ Valley . . ~County . Countx‘ " County -

IR
i

Total Famrlles WIth Poverty tevele L %"ﬁ{nw‘ Yo S R o
*Icwes W 1585 156
s I we?';?“*‘:._ % Yy — | |
hie o 2807 oo 8
* Percent of alr-Roor Famiries | 9, ' .3 -:i:‘i 8.9. b
pefcent of White Fenilies .14 WS W36
Bk S A TR Py
J‘ et of all for Falis 02 04 02 o
l ;}rcent of Black Eemllres . BB 33 = 3.7 R 0.0 g
*\ Mexrcan Amerrcan . - ' 1‘ 26,357 3 10,324 1h5h0 1i4§3j" g
Percent of all Poor Families . 90.] 8.3 90.9, 4 %0
] Percent of Mexican-Anerican Families - 5.1 kT . 5.8 ok

Source: Lower Rio Grande Valley Ancillary Manpower Planning Board Comprehensrve Manpower Plan
(McAllen Lover Rio Grande Valley Development Council, l97h)
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| ‘Table 6 | L 3

Poverty Ratlos of Mexlcan Amerlcans and Anglo Amerlcans by Countyﬁ(l960 I970)* -
Counfxf- t Percent of-Fémflies.With‘lnE6mes Below Poverty }evel | '. "MeXican nneriean/
o o ' o w - Anglo American
o Mexucan American ~ Anglo American L ~__Poverty Ratio
Ol s o w0 o s
Cameron =~ 66,7 49.7 | cak s SRR 7L S R X}

Midalgg . NJ2.0 528 . ok 143 Y IERT
Willacy . 71 -ebhd '} i b7 6.6 ) 288 9.k
o o _ R L :  B .-."'.‘-r‘,

. . f ' ‘ ' i _ ’ ﬁ

v

o 1960 f|gures and,ethnic poverty. ratlo measure. abstracted ffbm W. Kennedy U am and DaVud E erght
Poverty -Among Spanish Americans in Texds (College Stations Texas Agrucult al Expeerent Statlon,
Departmental Information Report Mo. 06-2, 1966). -
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Table 7 |
Educat ional Attainnent by Ethnicity in Cameron and Hidalgo B
" Counties, 1970 (among ‘those 25 yFs. and older) - B -

AT o . a Mnglo: -
Jotal . % - Spanish Surname % -‘[I(Includes,Blacks). ;P

t ! ."0 ’

- S s . . 5 S o, ‘ ’ ' 'R
b5 R TS N 1 1 IR | | iy

LR

o school |
N /1 T B 560 T8y 19

58 Years
Some High School .62 By 86 o780 65

o WighSchool Graduate 24306 168 w073~ chesT 35w w3

©Some College BRI/ R 83 - 8% koo B0 73

we ;s mss .m0 6 st

ol lege Graduatfon - | 2 o B i .
" oor More . . 10,680 7.3 33 3k 130 15.8

'
—p—

Cwme oL s X X LR \%,306 R

. . . . 1 oy . -
. e t [ - . ) . *
A ) . ' . . . ' L ' i‘ \
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Taled

(November 1977 Aprnl 1978) anJ by Prevuous \NS Counts ‘[‘,
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Tbtal‘

Type of Uork |

t Previous INS Counts |

TSales 8 |

1967 . 199 |

« | Crossing.Station -

bromsyille |

| idalgo: ikl len)

| Progresso

|2

Industry

‘”1;'559( |

bui lding

’

s}

i A
Agriculture

CM

)

)

Service

g |

Hbuséﬂold

W

(Nov -Dec ) ?August)
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o
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,50
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| Total in Val\ex |
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[ Total in U5, -
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15,364
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Table 3 - '/‘ L

w

Foreugn Born and FOre|gn Stock (forelgn or mlxed parentage) Pqpulatxon
* of Cameron and Hldalgp Countles - f950 1960 1970 "

4

D . g ”; ot e

' 5 I950 | I 1960 R | . AT
| .“ Totdl. S Total o Total | .‘;-2 Total - Total
" Total - hmmn“ Total . -Foreign - Foreign *| - Total. . Foreign hmmn
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and impdrt necessary machlnery%%nd raw materlals without paying duty under
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the 1976 peso devaluat.ions, haowever, this projected ''cross-over pcint'' now

'
_ l6 Paul Sweeney, YAMATEX in Juarez A Squal|d Busuness,” The Texas
Observer (June 9, 1978), p. 8. | _ S . .

v

l7 Oscar J. Martlnez,,“Chlcanos and the Border C|t|es An Interpretlve
Essay,” Pacific Hlstorlcal Review (February, l977) )

' 18 HousungﬁDatgﬁfor the Lower Rio Grande Valley, 1970 (McAllen: Lower
Rio Grande Valley Development Counc1l 1973) . ,

'l9. Colonias’ in the. Lower RIO Grande‘Walley '3f South Texas A Summary - .
Report (Austin:- Lyndon 7%Johnson School of Public Affairs, Policy Research

PrOJect Report no. Jl : v ‘ ..j y

Ter, ”PhysrCal Health ﬁmatus and ﬂealth Care Utdll-
‘zation ln-the ‘Texas:- Borderlands,' in Stanley R. Ross ed. Views Agross the
Border *The United States and Mexuco (Albuquerque Unnversuty f New Mexico
Pre§§4'1978), P 262. . . - -

\

F .|p'd - | e

ZZ, ‘Rlchard Leopold, ”Repoigion theikubllc anlth S|gn|f|gﬁnce of
the Mldwnfe Training Program in Brownsville, Texas,' South ‘Texas Journal of

Research and. the Humanltles (Sprlng,bl977) C g A‘ﬁ
~j23x Teller, 1978 P 269 B L B T
r e g 4’:.',......5.._., ) '7. A ) . ) L ) ) e v J’":‘:'— »
24, |b|d L e ' L R B , ;

- 25.  Ten State Nutrltlon Survey, l968 I970 (Washlngton, D. C U.S.

'Department Q{\Health Educatlon and Welfare, Health SerV|ces and Mental

Health Admin\stration). P KO )
.\ PR ) L o o .
‘ ? ) ¢ PR . . - P

Es ?‘\' 5T ) x‘

(-
.



| S \ 78
| o o C L//
26. Health Services fqr Domestic Agrlcultural workers (washlngton, D.C. '
- @overnment Prlntlng Offlce, 1972).

.

"-.-

. \ 27 Testlmony ‘of ‘Qr. Raymond Wheeler before the U.S. Senate Subcommlttee
qk on Mlgratory Labor of t e Committee on Labor. and Public.Welfare, July 20,
1970, cited lngﬁoverty in Texas, 1973, p 161.

v 28. Resources Handbook of. the Lower Rlo Grande Valley, 1977 (McAllen
. Lower Rio Grande Valley Development Councvl 1977), pp. 50-60.
29. Ibld. | o - SR
30. Obsefrvations of Anthony N. Zavaleta, Department of BehaVIoral .
Scuences Texas Southmost College, BrownSVIlle Texas. ’
, ,3l «S. Ddle MclLemore, ”The“Orlglns of Mexucan Amerucan Subordlnatlon in e
Texas " Socnal Science Quarterly (March, 1973) . - ..

~t

- 32v Carey Mcwllllams, North From Mexico: The Span? h- Speaknng People
"~ of the United States. (New York: GreenWood Press, 1968), p, 101. -

~ +33. T.R. Fehrenbach Fire and Blood (New York: Macmlllan, 1973) ,
< pp. 509-534. égf descertuve accounts of local banditry and guerilla warfare
see also Frank C Pierce, A Brief History of the Lower Rio Grande Valley
(Meﬁbsha lecon51n, George Banta Co., 1917); J. Lee Stambaugh and Lillian
J. Stambaugh, The Lower Rio Grande Valley of Texas (San Antonio?, Naylor _
1954) ; and John R, Peavy, Echoes From the Rio Grande (Brownsvull% Sprlng@ah-'
King, 1963) ' . o 5 RS T e,

r . - . .
x

34 Anthony K. Knopp, .!'The Problems and 0p|n|ons of Forelgners in Mexnco ¥
During the American Intervention of 1914," South Texas Journal of- Research S

and the Humanities (Faﬂﬂl 1977) vo L : : S S
P . ) . . _ N
35. See ﬁshrenbach 1973, and Juan Gomez-Quunones “Plan de- San Diego m-L?L;
Reviewed, '" Aztlan (Spﬁlng, 1970) ' e ' o 5@y*ﬁ,
\ ’ o Lok
. \ 36.. David Montejano, “Race Labor Repressuon, and Caputalustlc Agr|- P
culture: Notes From South Texas, 1920-1930,'" (workung paper series, =~ oo
Institute for the Study of Social Change Un|ver§?ty of California," Berkeley, B ;
1977). . . . o
. 37. |b|d X
. 38, Mlguel Leén- Port|lla, “The Norteho Variety of Mexican Culture:s An
- : Ethnohistorical Approach,' in Edward H. Spicer and Raymond H. Thomgggto &95 ) .
. Plural Society ingthe Southwest . (Albuquerque UnlverS|ty of New Mext 6
S Press, 1975) . . - e R §0
~Rp - ' T, ' - A 8
\.'q- © 39, Paul S. Taylor, MeX|can Labor in_the U.S.: Dimmitt County, Winter - "
Garden District, South Texas {(Berkeley: The‘Unlyersity of California Press, B
1930), pe300. T ," R
L. 4o. See among many others Rudolph Fe Acuna Occupled Amerlca The & .
. T P S R . _ . _ . L
: i RS . , ) ™~ - - "., R ' . a ' l N.. Ce . /.’
. - ‘J T T . Lo oM .
o N

' B . LT . T . : .




e
3

chlcano S Struggle Toward Luberatlon (san. Francusco. Canfield ﬁress, 1972) .

h. MonteJano,‘197Z, 16
42." For a conc1se summary of Eatron polltlcs in- the Valley before 1930,
see 0.D. Weeks, "'The Texas-Mexican and the Politics of South Texas,'" American
Political Science Review.(August, 1930), pp. 606-627. For a sample of pre-
World War Two'voting patterns, see Edgar G. Shelton, "Political Conditions *
Among Texas Mexicans Along the Rio Grantle," (M:A. thesis; University.of
Texas, 1946). TFor ethnographlc studies of Anglo-Mexican American relations
(including political relatuonﬁ% in the Valley agricultural towns of McAlien
and Weslaco; see 0zzie G. Simmofs, ”Anglo Americans and Mexican Americans in -
South" Texas: A St&dy of Domjnant- Subordlnate Group~ Ré1at|ons,“ (Ph.D. .
dissertation, Harvard University, 1952)-, ‘and: Arthur J.* ‘Rubel, Across the
Tracks: - Mexican Americans in a Texas 'City (Austin: Unuversnty of Texas-
. Press,- 1966), respectively. For a generalized d'isclssion.dh "South gliexas
. _ pOlLtICS which dlfferentlates the Valley from, other areas .of South Texas,
see Michael V. Miller, PChicano'Communlty Conggol in South’ Texas; ‘Problems
*and Préspects,” The Journal of Ethnac Studues 11, 1975) . oo

.1§‘ ’ 43 For a descrlptlon of 1937 farm labor organ|2|ng attempts dn gﬁg
: Valley, see thk. classic* monograph by. Stuart -Jamieson’, Labor. Unlonlsm in

“American Agriculture (Washlngton, .D.C. U.S. Government Printing Offlce
.Bureau of Labor Statistics Bulletin No. 836K 1945) o
llll QMart“lnez 1977 — o SN C : .’ | .

)
,45.' W|Illam”Madsen, The Mexlcaﬁ“ﬁmerhcans of South Texas. (San Francuscd

'Hdlt Rlnehart ‘and Winston, 1965)u RN e, ‘ .

w

46 *Ajit Kumar MukherJee, et al ‘) HandbooK for the Measurement of *

. “Intellectual Potential in. Mexican-American School -Age Children (Corpus

.. TChristiz Corpus Christi State School, Mental Health and Mental Retardatlon, ‘
" 1978). . L » , . L
. . . . ‘g . W e R .
- q 47. See among others, Madsen, 1965; Celia S. Heller;xMexréan AmefuCan,
‘Youth: ' Forgotten Youth at the-Crossroads (New York Random,House, 1966)

Al and Rubel, 1966. . o N \m ;'
: ' . L

P 48 Recenb empirical ev:dence suggests that typuflcatlons relatlve to“\iija LA
the lack of motivation to achievement among lower-class Mex( hzAmerican. S
,‘youth ‘are totally erroneous. See, for example, wnlllam P. »-uv]esky, David -
" E. Wright, and Rumaldd Z. Juarez, ''Status Perectlons ‘and E‘hﬁéﬁlty AT
"Comparlson of Mexican American, Negro, ‘and. Anglo Youth,' Jourhd] of Vocational .
Behavior, (Aprll 1971) 5 md William P. Kuvlesky and Rumaido 2. Judrez,
“'Mexican- Amerlcan Youth and the American Dream,''-in J. 7Steven Picbu and )
Robert.E. Campbell, eds., Career Behavior of Special Groups (Columbus, Ohio: .. .
Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co., 19Y5). For an overview of’ researEh .
teﬂd|ng to discredit family stereotypes, see Michael V. Miller,. “Varuatnons
in Mexicar American Family Life: A Revuew Synthesis of Empirical. Research "

‘Aztlan. (forthcoming) . _ ) o T _
._‘_'_. = - : ‘.}“«'" B} \ " L4 . . . . ‘ .-_ . lv

49. Nfl}iam Ryan,_Blaming(thé.Viétim.4New York: Random Housé,‘]ST[).
. . . - - T o o . . - i ~A.-, ¥ Cee W

Q U s SR SN L0 QM RRECHIPO R S ) o
. . . P N . . " ,\_l( N . ) R . . . .




W 80
.. 50. For a descrlption of these military-1ike operations, see John - -
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